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This is a histciy and critical analysis of question hour in the English 
House of Commons tvith some comparative material on questions and interpella­
tions in the Chamber of Deputies of the Third Republic (France) and the 
German Reichstag (before Hitler).
The first two chapters are introductoi^''— they deal with the functions 
of a legislative body and the importance of parliamentaiy control as a 
major function. Chapters III through VII constitute a histoiy of English 
question hour from its origin early in the eighteenth century through dorld 
War II. In Chapters VIII and IX there is an analysis of those rules of 
procedure of the House of Commons governing questions and adjournment 
motions— including some selected rulings of the Speaker of the House of 
Commons. Chapter X is a classification and analysis of extensive materials 
contained in the appendix— covering questions and adj ournment mooions in the 
English House of Commons and, for a more limited period, interpellations and 
questions in the French Chamber of Deputies and the German Reichstag. The 
relationship of the English civil servant to question hour is explored in 
Chapter XI— the material in this chapter is a summary of personal interviews 
in London in 1933 and 1934. Chapter XII contains a brief survey of legisla­
tive control in the United States. The final chapter is an evaluation of 
English question hour.
ool;glüsioib
In the English House of Commons the iiritten-ansrier question is
frequently used and is of considerable importance for dealing with local
and personal matters. It served a similar purpose in the chamber of Deputies
of the Third Republic but was little used in the German Reichstag from 1919
to 1933. Tne decision as to what matters are suitable for written answer
remains in the hands of the individual Member of Parliament. Written answer
is also provided for orql-answer questions which cannot be reached during 
the period allotted for questions.
Question hour itself makes a major contribution to the practice of
responsible parliamentary government. If Parliament is to provide criticism
where criticism is due and is to serve as a medium for informing the public,
question hour is vital. By contrast to this important role of the question
for oral answer in England, it was little used in the chamber of Deputies of
the Third Republic and was absent from the practice of the German Reichstag 
after I919.
In England the adjournment motion ("for the purpose of discussing a 
dedMLnlte matter of urgent ixfbHc impcoMUance") has aLLmost disaygpeared as a 
device for instituting a debate. The interpellation (it may be considered 
roughly equivalent to the motion to adjourn as it is used in the English 
House of Commons for commencing debate) was an essential ingredient in 
FiTsnch iiai-liaineiitajrir grovernment fi-omi ]L871 to ZLPiiO tnit lever became iagpertant 
in the Gkerman Reichstag, ir, t,he House ()f ctmmoms IjLmited opportunitor stUU. 
remains to raise matters for debate on the adjournment for vacations. Brief 
di.8cus8:Lons take place on the sidjlcnirTimBnt at iiiight;, aCLtliougjh this (ypjocn'tiunltor
does not arise at times of heavy pressure on the House of Commons. It is 
of significance that matters raised at question hour may be developed 
further on the various forms of adjournment motions which are used for
opening debate.
Question hour itself has for many years been the chief instrument 
by which Parliament has kept Government and civil service in line with 
the public interest as it has found representation in the House of Commons, 
This is the genius of question hour. One msy see in the press conference 
in the United States an institution which serves a similar purpose. It 
is through question hour that information becomes available about the 
far-flung operations of modern English government.
PREFACE
This study is concerned with the development of question hour in 
the English House of Commons during the nineteenth and twentieth centur­
ies, Brief consideration is given to the eighteenth century roots of 
the institution, to questions and interpellations in the German Reichstag 
and French Chamber of Deputies, and to the significance of parliamentary 
control for the United States,
The author cheerfully accepts full responsibility for the short­
comings of this work, but takes this opportunity to acknowledge the 
numerous contributions which have been made to the finished product.
The late Professor Joseph Ralston Hayden of the University of Michigan 
gave unstintingly of his time to supervise the work which went into this 
book and provided the encouragement and stimulation so essential to bring 
it to completion. Professors James Kerr Pollock and Everett Somerville 
Brown of the same University assisted materiaHjr in the preparation of 
the manuscript. The author's wife, his colleagues at Western State 
College of Colorado, and his colleagues at Oklahoma Agricultural and 
Mechanical College contributed advice and encouragement. The Research 
Foundation of Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College gave financial 
assistance to the project, which was sponsored ty the Social Science 
Research Council of the same institution. The staff of the Foundation 
worked overtime to complete the manuscript. Western State College of 
Colorado provided stenographic assistance in the final revision of the 
manus cript.
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Tha rasearch for tha original thesis was conducted in Ann Arbor and 
in London, Paris, and Berlin, It was completed in June, 19)4 under the 
title, Questions and Interpellations in the First Cambers of Germany, 
France, and England. Further research was carried out in 1940 and 1946* 
Harlow J. Heneman, Joseph E* Kallenbach, S- Morley Scott, and William B# 
Wilcox made suggestions which have been carried out in the revisions of 
the original manuscript* Mrs. M* B* Fox of Ames, Iowa graciously per­
mitted the author to consult her notes on question hour* Her study of 
questions in I860 is included in the appendix* Norman Ourrin, Owight 
0* Long, and William 0. Lucas, all former students of the late Professor 
Hayden at the University of Michigan, contributed material which is in­
cluded in the study. The author takes this opportunity to thank the 
many friends who have contributed to the completion of this study.
In England many friendly hands have contributed to the work. The 
late J. ÏÏ. Q. Beesley, former clerk in the House of Oommons Library, 
provided daily help and suggestions during the author's stay in London* 
By letter ha contributed the statistics on questions and adjournment 
motions from 19)4 to 1940. Sir Henry Noel Bunbury, from 1920 to 19)7 
Comptroller and Aocoüntant General to the Post Office, helped the author 
while he was in London by valuable suggestions about the nature of 
question hour. He has also read the manuscript. John Vivian Kitto, 
Assistant librarian of the House of Oommona Library from 19^@ to 19)7 
and Librarian from 19)7 Until his retirement in 1946, was helpful during 
the years the study was in preparation. E* G- C* V/eatherley of the 
research division of the House of Commons Library furnished data on 
questions and adjournment motions from 1940 to 1946 and also furnished 
the data on the number of days on which the House of Gemmons sat from
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19lU to I9U6-I4.6 . Dr. Arundell James Kennedy Esdaile, Secretary of the 
British Mnseim from 1926 to 194-0, assisted the author in his research 
in London. Others who gave help and advice to the author while he was 
in England include H. G. Corner, in 1933-34 associated with the Institute 
of Public Administration in London; the late A. R. Jarvis Firmin, in 
1933-34 clerk in the House of Commons Library; Dr. Herman Finer, Lecturer 
and Reader in Public Administration at the London School of Economics 
and Political Science of the University of London, cwrently visiting 
Lecturer at Harvard University; Harold J. Laski, since 1926 Professor of 
Political Science in the University of London; Hugh Dalton, since 1919 
Lecturer in the London School of Economics and political Science and from 
1929 to 1931 Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and for a brief 
period after 1945, Chancellor of the Exchequer; William A. Robson, since 
1926 University Reader in Administrative Law at the London School of 
Economics and Political Science of the University of London; William 
George Stewart Adams, from 1933 to 1945 vTarden of All Souls College at 
Oxford University; Edwin Deller, in 1934 Principal of the University of 
London; the late Arthur Percival Newton, former Professor of History in 
the University of London; Arthur Sydney Hutchinson, in 1933-34 Principal 
Private Secretary to the Home Secretary, now Assistant Under-Secretary 
of State for Home Affairs; W. A. Ross, in 1934 Assistant Secretary to 
the Minister of Health; Miss Margaret Bondfield, Minister of Labour from 
1929 to I93I; the late Hastings Bertrand Lees-Smith, formerly Lecturer 
at the London School of Economics and Political Science of the University 
of London, and from 1929 to 1931 Postmaster-General; Sir J. Alan N.
Barlow in 1933-34 Chief Private Secretary to the Prime Minister, later 
Under-Secretary to the Treasury, now joint Second Secretary to the Treasury;
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the late Sir Edward T. Campbell, for many years Parliamentary Private 
Secretary to Sir Kingsley Wood; Sydney Herbert Wood, in 1934 Director 
of Special Enquiries for the Boa re. of Education and ->o~ 1939 to 1945 
Principal Assistant Secretary to the Board o" Edrcation; Mr. Person, 
in 1934 associated with the Office of Customs and Excises; the late 
Lord Tweedsmnir; Captain Rochfort, in 1934 Principal of the Bill of Entry 
Section of the Statist"!.cal Office of H. M. Customs and Excises. The 
American University Union in Paris an] London was genuinely helpful as 
was the Amerika Institut in Berlin. In Paris the author profited by 
the aid of Andr<^ Siegfried, and Jean Marchand and the rest of the staff 
of the Chamber of Deputies Library. In Berlin both Dr. Louis P. Lochner 
of the Associ.ted Press and Dr. Eiwen Fischer, in 1934 Direktor-General 
of the Reichstag Library, helped the author.
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CHAPTER I
FUNCTIONS OF PARLIAMENT IN A DEMOCRACY
One hears frequent criticism of Congress in the United States, 
nor have the British spared the "Mother of Parliaments." loçtlicit 
in the criticism is the fundamental assun^tion that the representative 
system of government is worthy of preservation. We profess to believe 
in democracy, but we may be unaware of the foundations upon which it is 
built. During the Second World War, Harold J. Laski pub into print the 
tenets of his conception of "democracy as a procedure." From the van­
tage point of wartime En^and he thought that its fundamentals were 
(1) "maintenance of free speech and free association," (2) effective 
public opinion, (3) preservation of the House of Commons as a "living 
reality in the national life," (4) preservation of trade unions to de­
termine "the conditions under which workers live," (5) approachabHity 
of bureaucracy, (6) welfare of the mass of the population.^ The iaqjor- 
tance of the representative element of government he explicitly recog­
nized in his third point. For us democracy would be deprived of its 
historic meaning were there no representative body to guide and control 
the govermental institutions of the nation.
The role that the representative body should play in tte political 
organization of a modern democratic state is imperfectly understood in
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the United States, Because the English government and organization of 
today are better adjusted to the realities of representative government 
based on universal suffrage and political parties, the role of a parlia­
ment is better understood. 7/e are familiar with the practice of the 
Congress in Washington, D.C., hence we thinlc of representative government 
in terms of the role of Congress in our national life. For us, therefore, 
representative democracy involves a bicameral legislative body chosen by 
popular election, a chief executive chosen by virtual popular election 
and independent of the legislative body, and a court system independent 
of external domination with both political and judical functions. To 
us these seem fundamental to good democratic government. This doctrine 
of "separation of powers" is accepted by student and judge, citizen and 
Congressman as the summum bonum of our constitution and way of government. 
An Englishman, thinking of representative democracy from a different frame 
of reference, would be bewildered by such a doctrine. For him this doct­
rine of "separation of powers" would mean a Government of those selected 
politica.1 success from a bicameral parliament vrhose lower house, chosen 
by popular election, was in effect a unicameral body. He would think of 
the Government as being legally responsible to the lower house but in 
reality dominating the house politically and, as well, dominating the 
administrative and governmental machinery, and controlling the formulation 
of public policy. He would have no conception of courts that assume 
political functions such as declaring the acts of the parliament uncon­
stitutional. An election every two years at a set time would seem to him 
out of keeping with the necessities of democratic parliamentary government. 
As a consequence of these two points of viev; we have two different concep­
tions of the role of the representative body and of the elected representa­
tive the one on this side of the Atlantic, the presidential, on the other 
side, the cabinet system.
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It is clear to the informed Englishman that lawnaking is not the
only function of Parliament, and not the most important function of 
2that body. This is true of Congress in the United States, although
3it is not as obvious nor as sell known. It was true of the parlia­
ments of the French Republic and of the German Republic.^ Parliament 
has lost much of the legislative function through the concentration of 
legislative initiative and deliberation in the Cabinet and departments 
of goveznment. It has left much of the detail of legislation for the 
departments to fill in by various kinds of orders.^ This trend can be 
observed in almost any representative form of government. It floss 
from the changes in Parliament brou^t about by universal suffrage and
modern political parties, and from the growing complexity of government
6consequent on the complexity of modern society. The parliament of a
representative democracy votes lass, taxes, and appropriations, but its
effectiveness is measured by many things other than the lass it passes
and the budgets it approves. It is the medium through shich problenm
of public policy are interpreted to the citizen, it expresses the will
of the nation (its representative function), it keeps the Government in
touch with public opinion and at the same time furnishes leadership and
guidance in the formation of public opinion, and most iiq>ortant of all,
7it controls the executive and administrative machinezy.
The private member of Parliament in En^and soon learns that he 
has little opportunity for participation in lawmaking. He lacks the 
time, the inclination, the capacity. He seems less inqx>rtant than he 
did a generation ago or a »ntury ago. He may think that Parliament 
controls pUblic finance, but he soon discovers that there is no effective
8machinery for actual financial control available to the private member.
He discovers that his bills and motions have little opportunity for
discussion and almost no chance of being adopted on their merits. The
time of Parliament is monopolized by the Government. The bacldsencher
may lament that he has been reduced to "a mere unit in the division-list,
9with no effective sphere of independent action of his own," Imt under
modern conditions, the private menker of a legislative body cannot e3q>ect
to influence public policy. His function is "ventilation of grievance;
the extraction of information; the criticism of the administrative pro-
10cess; what contribution he can make to debate." He may have opportunity
to serve on investigating committees. He is expected to serve his consti-
11tuents, particularly if he expects to oe reelected. In France and the 
United States this may leave the ioçiression that a member can keep his 
seat in the national legislature by pleasing his constituents even thougii 
he may make no constructive contribution to national welfare.
The evolution of the cabinet and the political party have made the 
cabinet responsible for law and public finance. Parliament is primarily 
concerned with control. The task of a parliament is to procure informa­
tion and direct constant criticism at the cabinet and public administra- 
tion. The cabinet governs by consent of parliament but with control 
by parliament.
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New York Times. Sunday, January 19, 1941, Section 4, p. 9.
Lord Wedgwood, Testament to Democracy (1943), pp. 18-19, says 
"In short, it is Parliament as the sounding-board, not Parliament as a 
law factory, that makes public opinion— shapes opinion, not only for 
the schools and for the Press, but for the Church and for the philoso­
pher." Harold J. Laski, "The Parliamentary and Presidential Systems,"
4 Public Adnri niatration Review 347 (Autumn, 1944), says siagaly, "The 
function of a parliamentary system is not to legislate." See also 
C. J, Friedrich, Constitutional Government and Politics (1937), p. 257, 
and W, I. Jennings, Parliament (1940), pp. 494-495.
3Roland Young, This is Congress (1943), pp. vii-viii.
^Friedrich, 0£. cit., p. 362.
^C. T. Carr, Delegated Legislation (1921), pp. 19-22, justifies the 
transfer of a large proportion of legislative activity from Parliament 
to the Government and administrative agencies. Sir Henry Bunbury, "Pro­
posed Changes in Parliamentaiy Procedure," 40 American Political Science 
Review 746-748 (August, 1946), reports the recent addition of an all­
party standing committee to Mcamine all such delegated legislation and 
report to the House of Commons thereon.
6Friedrich, op. cit.. pp. 389-390.
7
R. K. Gooch, The Government of (1937), p. 172, outlines
three functions, "making of law, the administering of public finance.
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and the controlling of the executive." Emile Giraud, pouvoir executif 
(1938), pp. 124-125, divides the Amotions of parliament into three:
(l) express the will of the nation and serve as source for recruitment 
of ministers, (2) keep the Government in touch with public opinion, (3) 
provide publicity, criticism, and discussion. Friedrich, op. cit.. p. 
345, says "the cabinet governs Great Britain today with the advice and 
consent of Parliament." Ibid.. p. 362, he sees "parliaments and parlia­
mentarians" as the "integrating agencies through which the plans of the 
central bureaucracy and the claims of the various interest grot̂ >s are 
expounded to the larger public with a view to discovering a suitable 
balance." Harold J. Laski, Parliamentary Government in England (New 
York, 1938), pp.H6-IL7, states the functions of Parliament as being 
"To make a government...with the initiative in legislation," to provide 
for "ventilation of grievance," amd "extraction of information" to main­
tain public interest and educate the public in the significance of what 
is being done, to exercise the "selective function" of making political 
careers. G. F. U. Campion, to Introduction to the Procedure of the 
House of (1929), p. 6, thinks that Parliament has three basic
powers: "(1) The power to eoqaress an opinion on executive action, (2) 
legislative power, (3) financial power."
8Jennings, pp. cit.. pp. 282-337.
9Laski, pp.. cit.. p. 134.
10Ibid.. p. 135.
^Jennings, pp. cit.. pp. 498-499.
12
Gooch, pp. cit.. p. 200.
CHAPTER n  
PARLIAMENTARY CONTROL
Parlianentary control is the process hy which Parliament gets in­
formation and directs criticism at the Government.^ In England the 
opportunities to carry out these two essential functions are open to 
the private member of Parliament, to the opposition parties, and espe­
cially to the official Opposition party. Among the devices available 
to the English Parlianent to get information and to direct criticism 
at the Government are questions, discussions on the motion to adjourn, 
returns ordered by Parliament, command papers* Parliamentary committees, 
departmental conmittees and Royal Commissions set up by the Government, 
debate on the Address from the Thrcme and on Opposition motions, dis­
cussion on Government bills and motions, limited opportunity for debate
on private members' motions and bills, and financial discusslois in
2Committees of Supply, and Ways and Means.
The discussions in Committees of Sipply, and Ways and Means serve 
as an opportunity for the opposition parties to direct criticism at the 
Government or some particular department. Private members' bills pro­
vide opportunity for directing criticism, but a veiy limited opportunity, 
and only in rare cases do these bills eventuate in legislation. Private 
msmbers' motions furnish infrequent opportunity to the private member
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of parliament, but these opportunities are monopolized by the Opposition 
party organization when the Labour Party is in opposition. Also, they 
are so infrequent, so poorly attended by members, and so little noticed 
by the press that they are not generally useful to all members. The 
debates on the Address from the Throne and on Opposition motions of 
censure or lack of confidence offer opportunity for debate on general 
Government policy. Although they are not effective openings for most 
backbenchers, they serve the interest of the official Opposition. De­
partmental committees and Royal Commissions provide efficient machinery 
for getting information, but they are controlled by the Government and 
they do not give the individual member a chance to participate in the 
process of getting the information, parliamentary committees are 
infrequently used for investigation. This offers a limited opportunity 
for Parliament and Members of Parliament. The standing committees in 
the House of Commons are substitutes for the committee of the i.diole 
House. They are not specialized committees in the American sense.
They are a part of the process of ratification of Government-sponsored 
legislation, and they can be controlled by the Government majority which 
is always present in each of them.^ They fiUiCtion at the second reading 
stage of legislation. Returns and command papers provide means of get­
ting information, but they are subject to control by the Government.
The discussions vhich take place on the motion to adjourn may be very 
important— at times almost the equivalent of the French interpellation—  
on the other hand, they may be private, petty, and unimportant. Ques­
tions are the one form of control completely at the command of the back­
bencher, and, at the same time, of the Opposition.
— 9—
Questions have assumed their modem important position in the 
procedure of the House of Commons within the last century, ITe can 
distinguish three basic types, and one derivative type: (l) the
starred question, iràiich is given oral answer at question hour, (2) 
the unstarred question, which receives written answer along with 
starred questions not reached during question hour, (3) the private 
notice question, vAiich is put primarily by the Leader of the Oppo­
sition about the Parliamentary business of the day. The derivative type 
is the supplementary question. Under the supervision of the Speaker any 
member may put questions which arise out of those put formally at 
question hour. The member putting the starred question and other mem­
bers as well take advantage of the opportunities afforded by the 
supplementary question. The English interpellation, if one might use 
that phrase, is provided for by Standing Order No. 8. The provision 
for a full debate in the evening, under this rule, for matters which 
cannot be dealt with at question hour or at some other time does not 
carry with it, however, the implication of a Government's fall if the 
motion should be carried. This form has almost disappeared from the 
practice of the House of Commons.^
In the United States the Member of Congress finds opportunity to 
direct criticism and secure information through the standing committees 
and most effectively through special investigating committees such as 
the Dies Committee on Un-American Activities. The English practice of 
responsible Government is lacking in this country. The President is inde­
pendent of Congress and is therefore not primarily responsible, in the 
political sense, to that body* although of course he is in a criminal 
sense. This is a major cause for the absence from our government of ef­
fective means of control by Congress over the administrative and execu­
tive establishments.
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. Questions in the French Chamber of Deputies are a pale imitation 
of the English question hour. Both before and after the procedure reforms 
in the Chamber in 190? the interpellation was the major weapon of parli­
amentary control.^ In the Third Republic (1871 to IfliO), the emphasis on 
the responsibilit/F of the Ministry to parliament prevented the Government 
from being able to dominate and control the Chamber of Deputies and Senate 
S3 the English lovemment could control trie house of Commons. The standing 
committees in the Charrier of deputies, being like the immrican committees, 
contributed to the independence of the legislative body. The political 
instability of the groups which combined to support French hini.rtries 
contributed to the wealcness of the Î'inistry and to the power of parliament, 
and of groups in parliament.
The interirellatIon a/as introduced into France in a form much like 
the question of the English Rouse of Coirmons of the late eighteenth cen­
tury,^ Tills fonn, introduced dur in- the days of the French Revolution, 
evolved into the modern French interpellate on during the July I'onarchy,'̂
It disappeared along vdth the rest of responsible parliamentary government 
during the Second Empire and returned just at the end of the reign of 
Napoleon III,® From 18?1 on the National Assembly made use of the prac­
tice and it was incorporated into the rules of the Chamber of Deputies 
adopted June 16, 13?6,^ The interpellation is a debate instituted by a 
Deputy which may be closed by an ordre du jour (Order of the Day), An 
unsatisfactory vote at the close of the debate on an interpellation 
sometimes brought about the fall of the Dinistry, Thus, the
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interpellation and the vote which followed it gave the Chandler of Deputies, 
and sometimes the Senate, a definite influence in the policies of the Minis­
try and a power of life and death over it. The oral question, of which 
after 1926 there could be four a week, was of little consequence. The 
written questions adopted after the procedure reforms of 1909 put into the 
hands of the member of the national legislature a convenient means of get­
ting information. These questions have never been generally used as a me­
dium of criticism. With the interpellation ready for use at all times, 
the written—answer question seemed impotent to a Deputy or party bent on 
making trouble for the Government.
The Prussian practice before 1862 followed English traditions, but 
used the French term interpellation. The amendment of the rules of the 
Prussian legislature in 1862 broadened the so-called interpellation in 
the direction of French practice. The Reichstag of the North German Con­
federation and of the German Reich followed the rules of procedure of the 
Prussian legislature. In 1912 the rules of the Reichstag provided for both 
questicns and interpellations.̂  The in eirellation could have no political 
consequences as the Chancellor and his Government were not politically re­
sponsible to the Reichstag. The questions were set following the British
12practice with both oral-answer and written-answer types provided. 7fh«i 
the rules of the Reichstag were revised in 1922, questiœis for oral answer 
were eliminated, and the answers to written-answer questicms were no longer 
to be printed.^^ The interpellation remained the only means of direct con­
trol in the hands of the Reichstag. Its use was limited to those interpella­
tions signed by thirty members. Question» which received written answer.
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required the signatures of fifteen members of the Reichstag, In 1929 
the Government was given power to place any question on the orders of 
the day for oral answer.^ This restored the right of oral question 
and answer at the discretion of the Government. Germany was plagued 
with a political instability much like France, but the interpellation 
was not a factor in producing it.^^ The strength of party groups and 
of party discipline turned the activities of the German Reichstag into 
more stereotyped and less dramatic lines then the colorful, dramatic 
interpellation in the French Chamber of Deputies. In Germany, control 
was largely exercised through party representation on standing committees, 
which were like the American and French committees. The private member 
was a cog in a party machine and was without the opportunities for get­
ting information and directing criticism v/hich his counterpart possessed 
in England or France. This was so because the machinery was not designed 
to make a role for the individual and also because the machinery which 
existed was not used. Between 1930 and 1933 the Reichstag gradually 
receded in importance, emerging after Hitler's Putsch as the famous 
"highest paid male chorus in the world." Its theme song was "Ja, Ja, 
Jawohl," The interpellation was one of the least of the victims of 
totalitarianism in Germany.
The question and interpellation have been logically and inevitably 
connected 'with the form of parliamentary government which emerged in the 
nineteenth century— almost as a fundamental consequence of the basic prin­
ciple that the Government is responsible to parliament. The French in­
terpellation may be an accompaniment to political instability rather
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than its principal cause, but it has come to be associated inextricably 
with the evils of weak executive organization in government. British 
parliamentary democracy has survived two titanic wars. Question hour 
survived as a fundamental part of that British parliamentary democracy, 
"No better method has ever been devised for keeping administration uç) 
to the mark," Question hour has provided and continues to provide 
a most efficient method through which parliamentaiy control may be 
exercised. It serves the private member and enables him to participate 
in the exercise of control over Government and administration. It is 
control in its most effective form.
^R, K* Gooch, The Government of England (1937), p. 200,
2Ibid.. pp. 200-205; F. A. Ogg, English Government agd Politics 
(1936), pp. 453-459. For an explanation of some of these devices see 
W. I. Jennings, Parliament (1940), pp. 91-109, 201-205, 294-303, and 
343-358.
3
Sir Henry Bunbury, "Proposed Changes in Parliamentary Procedure,"
40 Amariean PfiHtieal Science Review 743 (August, 1946), indicates that 
party discipline is "not so strongly enforced" as in the House of Commons
itself.
^Cf. infra. ppZ^^#^^. For Standing Order No. 8 see Standing Orders 
of ̂  House of Commons (1938), p. 10. This Standing Order was No. 10 
from 1902 to 1933.
M. le Pressense, Rapport Marin. 9. Legislature 1909, Annexes. No. 
2486, May 17, 1909, proposed to the procedure committee of the Chanter 
of Deputies that the English practice of written and oral questions be 
introduced. The committee recommended to the Chanter of Deputies that 
the written question be adopted, but continued in effect the French style 
of oral question and answer which amounted to an abbreviated debate and 
lacked the efficiency and importance of the British question hour*
6A, Esmein, Elements de droit constitutionnel Français et compare 
(1927), II, 493-494; Joseph Dubuc, La question et l'interpellâticxu (1909),
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pp, 28-29; James Onimus, Questions et interpellations (1906), pp. 3-4; 
Eugène Pierre, Traite de droit politique electoral et parlementaire(1893).
p. 693.
7
Pierre, op. cit.. pp. 693-694.
8Esmein, op. cit., II, 501.
9Roger Bonnard, lea Règlements des Assemblées legislatives ^  1̂ . 
France depuis 1789 (1926), pp. 46?, 473-474, The rules nere Nos. 39-49 
in Chapter VI.
^^Luejan Bekerman, Die eiehtigsten Mittel der parlementerischen 
Kent! jlle im Deutschen Reich. England u M  Frankreich (1910), p. 64;
Julius Hatschek, Dm  Interoellationsrecht im Rahnen der Modernen 
MinisterverantMortlichkeit (1909), pp. 103-106; Lenoid Katz, Dg£ 
parlementarische InterneUationsrecht (1913), PP. 87-88.
^Geschafts-Ordnung fur den Reichstag (1914), p. 22. Questions 
were asked and answered before 1912, but it was only after 1912 that 
they were regulated ty the rules of the Reichstag. See 235 Verhapâ.- 
lungep des Reichstags 1657 D.
^290 v«*T.hnndlungen des Reichstags 309-3]% 284 ibid. 1673 ff•
(May 3, 1912).
^^374 ibid. 4856 ff.; 357 ibid.. 8966 ff. (November 14, 1922),
9082 ff. (November 23, 1922).
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^424 ibid.. 1591 A (March 29, 1929).
15 267Cf. infra- p. #  .
^^Harold J. Laski, Government in England (New York,
1938), p. 119. Lord Wedgwood, Testament to Democracy (1943). p. 55, 
says question hour is "the most important feature of Parliament."
CHAPTER i n  
ORIGIN OF ENGLISH QUESTIŒ HOUR
Question hour is a product of the nineteenth century, but its roots 
lie in the "unrefolded" House of Commons. In the eighteenth century the 
House of Commons was an aristocratic and somewhat leisurely body. As 
long as it was an assemblage of English gentlemen, there was no need for 
a question hour, for almost without formal regulation the answers were 
provided to questions of members, whenever seemed convenient. No one 
was too particular about how the questions were put or how much debate 
took place when the answers were given. The procedure of the House of 
Commons in these pre-Reform days had gone through three stages of devel­
opment. From the days of Edward I until about the time of Queen Eliza­
beth the House of Commons was in its formative stage. The procedure of 
petition to the Crown for redress of grievance was replaced in the time 
of Henry VI by the bill as the customazy mode of parliamentary activity. 
Between the time of Queen Elizabeth and the Revolution of 1688 the his­
toric order of business emerged— highlighted by the successful emergence 
of Parliament as the dominant force in English Government. Between the 
Revoluticn of 1688 and the Reform of 1832 the governing classes sought 
to exploit the stQaremacy which Parliament had gained "for the maintenance 
of their own supremacy in the state."
- 17-
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Question hour had its roots in this period of the government of 
the classes, but it was the democratic developments of the House of 
Commons after 1832 which gave to question hour its modern characteris­
tics. The changes in procedure after 1832 were in direction rather 
than in form. The dramatic changes in the realities of English govern­
ment resulting from the rise of the political party and the emergence 
of the responsible Cabinet government of today were not "reflected by 
any marked or striking alterations of parliamentary procedure."^ As 
Sir Oeuttenay Ilbert said, "Forms devised for the protection of Parlia­
ment against the King were used for the protection of the minority 
against abuse of the power of the majority."^ This ecçthasis on "pro­
tection of the minority" is according to Josef Redlich the "character­
istic tendency of English procedure."^
The modern period in the development of the procedure of the House 
of Commons can be dated from the rise of the Irish Home Rule movement. 
Redlich summarizes the developments of this period thus:
Three tendencies stand out in bold relief; the 
strengthening of the disciplinary and administrative 
powers of the Speaker, the continuous extension of the 
rights of the Government over the direction of all par­
liamentary action in the House, and lastly, the complete 
suppression of the private member, both as to his legis­
lative initiative and as to the scope of action allowed 
to him by the rules,...and they have all risen out of the 
hard necessity of polâtical requirements /t̂ he Irish, and 
the increase of parliamentary busines^.^
- 19-
The main problems of parliamentary procedure under ex­
isting coalitions are two: on the one tend, how to find time 
within limited parliamentary hours for disposing of the grow­
ing mass of business which devolves on the Government; and 
on the other haixi, how to reconcile the legitimate demands 
of the Government with the legitimate rights of the minority, 
the despatch of business with the duties of Parliament as a
grand inquest of the nation at which all public questions of
6
real importance find opportunity for adequate discussiaa.
Tradition in the person of Sir Thomas Erskine May places the origin 
of the practice of asking and answering of questions in the House of Lords
7
on February 9, 1720, 0. S. It was the South Sea Nibble which provoked
g
the exchange in the House of Lords. We would say today that Lord Cowper 
put the question. The incident is reported as follows:
Lord Cowper took Notice to the House of the Report 
of Mr. Knirfit»s being taken in Custody, which being a 
Matter in which the Publick was highly concern'd, he de­
sir'd those in the Administration to acquaint the House, 
whether there was any Ground for that Report? The Earl 
of having tç)on this inform'd the House, in
what manner Mr. Knigfat had been apprehended and secur'd; 
a Motion was made to address his Majesty, to order his 
Ministers abroad, to use the most effectual Instances to 
have him deliver'd up and sent over. Hereiq>on the Lord 
Cowper represented, "That the Person, who at present took
— 20-
care of his Majesty's Affairs at Brussels, being a Foreigner 
it was therefore proper for the House, either to send a special 
Messenger of their own or to desire his Majesty to send a spe­
cial Messenger to bring over Mr. Knight, who was so material an 
Evidence in the present Inquiry into the villainous Frauds of 
the late South-Sea Directors, and their Abettors. The Lord 
Townshend (Appointed Principal Secretaxy of State, February 8, 
1720-1) said theret^on, "That either of these would iiq}Iy a 
Distrust of his Majesty's Care in this Affair, which they had 
all the Reason in the World to be satisfy'd in: That iq>oni the
Application made to his Majesty, for using his Endeavours to 
get Mr. Knigfat secur'd, twelve Expresses were immediately dis­
patched for that Purpose to his Majesty's Ministers Abroad; 
and that these Orders had been executed with such Diligence 
by the Secretary of his Majesty's Resident at Brussels, that 
Mr. KnifAit was actually apprehended, and in safe Custody: Con­
cluding "That it became the Wisdom of that august Assembly, to 
express their grateful Acknowledgements to his Majesty for his 
past Care, and to rely on his future Endeavours for getting 
Mr. Knight deliver'd and sent over. Accordingly the same 
Day an Address was presented, to which his Majesty return'd 
for Answer, That he would give the necessary Orders, and use 
his utmost Endeavours to have Mr. Knight secur'd and brou^it 
over.9
The House of Commons also took notice of the problem of apprehend­
ing Mr. Knight. On January 23, 1720, 0. S., they presented an Address 
to the King requesting the "apprehending, and detaining" of Mr. Knight,
-21-
»Cashier of the South Sea CoEpany, in order that he may be brought to 
J u s t i c e . I t  was reported that, "His Majesty had been pleased to 
command him /Comptroller/ to acquaint the House, That he would imme­
diately give the necessary Orders and Directions, according to the
11 ^  ^
Desires of the House." The statement which Lord Molesworth made to
the House of Commons on February 9, 1720, 0. S., accomplished the same
purpose that a question and answer would accomplish today, although it
12
was not reported as a question.
Since official contemporary accounts of debates in the House of 
Commons are not available for the eighteenth century, one can scarcely 
be certain of a date for the origin of questions in that body. The 
questions appear to involve a departure from the strict rules of procedure, 
since there is no proposal before the House on which action could be 
taken. The rise of questions was possible only because relaxation of the 
rules permitted a Member of Parliament to speak in the House of Commons 
without any motion or bill being under consideration. These essentials 
are met by the events in the House of Commons on May 27, 1778. It was 
reported that:
Previous to the House going into the business of the 
day. Sir Phillip Jennings Clerke rose to complain of the 
treatment he received when he attended the bar of the House 
of Lords, being obliged to stand, and be subjected to the 
pushings and other impertinencies of the doorkeepers j while 
the members of the other House were accomodated with seats 
when they thought proper to attend the House of Commons 
and some of them were refractory when required to withdraw
- 22-
on a division, ^lludiig to Lord Denbigh's caiduct on Friday 
last_7» Several other members joined in the congalaint, some 
alleging they had their watches stolen at the bar of the 
Upper House, etc. etc. The Speaker (Sir Fletcher Norton) 
said they had certainly much cause of cosçlaint, and recom­
mended the House to support with a becoming spirit their 
privileges of parliament.
A short conversation ensued about the partial shutting 
up the gallery of tl» House on Tuesday last, as a gentleman 
was permitted to remain there, who was not a member, during 
the whole debate. Mr. Burke got up, and said he believed 
that gentleman was Mr. Garrick a kind of privileged man, 
whose presence did honour to their assembly; a man from whom 
every member in that House must hold himself indebted on the 
force of oratory; and through whose interest, most of them 
had been able to enjpy the most rational entertainment at 
another house, where the access was so difficult, that with­
out his friendly hand, they would have been deprived of it.
Lord (kigley said, though the galleries were shut, 
some member had thought proper to give a particular account 
of it in the papers (alluding to our's of yesterday -(delivered 
to the Post by Hon. James Luttrell; see Morning Post for 
May 27, 1778)-) he thought it therefore necessary that a stop 
should be put to it in the future, and therefore he would 
move the beginning of next Sessions, for a bill to be brought 
in to prevent the publication of the debates in such public
- 23-
prlnts. Mr. j. Luttrell said he should warmly oppose such a
bill, and whenever it was moved for the gallery to be shut
against their constituents, he would as regularly move for
every other standing order of the House being as rigidly 
13enforced.
Mr. Burke made a speech on April 11, 1780 when there was no ques­
tion before the House. He rose to bring to the attention of the Govern­
ment the case of a man who had died from ill treatment on the pillory. 
The Attorney General complimented Mr. Burke on his humanitarianism and 
promised an investigation.^ From the first publication of the Times 
in 1795, questions in the House of Commons were frequently reported.
An early exaople was the question asked on March 16, 1795 by Captain 
Berkeley. He sought frcm Mr. Ma inwar ing. Chairman of a Committee on 
the petition of Innkeepers, the action taken on the petition. An answer 
was given to the question and a brief debate which arose was terminated 
by the Speaker with the reminder "that there was no question before the 
House." Whereiç)on, the House adjourned.The question and answer of 
Februaiy 6, 1795 have a modern ring. "Mr. Jekvl desired to be informed, 
whether the instruments eaqaressing his Majesty's acceptance of the Sov­
ereignty of the Kingdom of Corsica did lie v^on the table." The answer 
provided that minimum of information which often is revealed by answers 
today. "Mr. Pitt said, that from his personal knowledge, he could not 
now answer the Hon. Member
By the nineteenth century questions had been accepted by the House 
as a regular part of its procedure, but they were still somewhat outside 
the rules. Events in the House of Commons on March 16, 1808 throw li^t 
on the position of the question at that time. Lord H. Petty put a ques-
— 24—
tlon to Mr. Foster, Chancellor of the Exchequer, on some Orders in
Council in Ireland. Mr. Tierney asked a supplementary question, but
17when he sought to make a speech, the Speaker interrupted him. Toward 
the close of the sitting, Mr. Canning directed a question to Mr. Tier­
ney. Mr. Tierney interrtpted by observing "that there was no question 
before the house." Mr. Canning continued, asking Mr. Tierney if he in­
tended to "give notice of any motion on the subject?" Mr. Tierney "avow­
ed that it was his intention in future to prevent that species of debate 
which was called conversation, unless there was some specific motion be­
fore the House, or some understanding established as to the latitude 
which should be allowed in it." After the Cliancellor of the Exchequer 
had intervened, Mr. Canning "observed, that a conversation of that kind 
became irregular as soon as it was formally taken notice of." Lord H. 
Petty maintained that Mr. Tierney had been deprived of an opportunity 
to defend himself by the rigorous operations of the rules of the House, 
lîhereupon Mr. Charles Abbot, Speaker, "addressed the house nearly in 
the following terms :"
My conduct having been brought before the judgment 
of the house, accompanied with no indistinct charge of 
partiality, I trust I shall be excused for offering a 
few words to the house on the subject. It has ever 
been the usage of the house, and it has been found a most 
convenient usage, to permit questions to be asked, tend­
ing to facilitate the arrangement of business. An occur­
ence of this nature took place this day. The noble lord 
put a question to a right hon. gent, to which question an 
answer was given. A ri^t hon. gent, then rose, whose
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knowledge of the forms and customs of the house led me to 
presume, that he would not pass beyond the limits the occa­
sion prescribed....The language which that right honourable 
gent, used called up a right hon. gent, on the opposite side, 
who replied to him. At that moment several hon. members rose.
...I should have felt it ny duty to have put an end to the 
conversation; but when one of the hon. gentlemen who rose dis­
tinctly spoke of the ccmversation, no choice was left me on 
the subject. I therefore interrupted the conversation, and 
on proceeding to read the orders of the day, a question being 
open, the right hon. gent, rose in his place, and declared 
that which he has just stated...and it is for the house to
declare whether they will in future allow the continuance of
18that usage which has given rise to the present occurrence.
A resolution of confidence in the Speaker was passed on a motion 
by Mr. Secretary Canning, but no formal action was taken on questions 
or conversations. From these events we might draw the inference that 
questions were supposed to concern the business of the House. They 
were not, in fact, confined within these limits and there was a trend 
toward bringing more and more of the general activities of the Govern­
ment within the range of questions. It should be added that questions
were asked both at the beginning and the end of the sitting— just before
19public business, and just before adjournment.
In the second quarter of 1825, questions first appeared under the 
heading "Parliament" in Palmer's Index to The Times. From that time on.
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they appear regularly in the quarters during which Parliament sat. The 
heading in the index was general and no more than an indication that 
questions had now become important enough to attract the attention of 
the indexer. Questions were also frequent enough that the practice of 
giving notice had arisen. Sir Robert Wilson made this clear when he 
said on May l6, 1828;
Sir, it was my intention to have put a question to
l'Æinisters touching the Foreign Relations of the country;
but as it is usual to give his Majesty's Ministers notice
of such an intention, and as I have not an opportunity of
so doing, I shall for the present postpone my intention but
I beg to give notice that I shall put some questions to His
20
Majesty's Ministers on this subject on Monday next.
That notice of questions was given privately is clear from the
complaint of Sir James MacKintosh on July U, 1828 at an interruption
by the same questioner. Sir Robert Wilson, an interruption -which the
latter explained by saying, "I merely intimated to the Chancellor of
the Exchequer, that 1 meant to put a question to him— but I had no
21
idea in so doing, of interrupting my Right Honourable Friend."
It was no accident that the Coimnittees on Procedure of 1831-32,
and I83U were concerned vfith the procedure on petitions in the House 
22
of Commons. After I8IO there was an overwheIming increase in the number
of petitions. They came by the thousands. There were 132 in I8II compared
23
to the 8 ,9 6 1 in the session of 1830-31. This forced upon Parliament the 
adoption of restrictions on the proceedings for the consideration of
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petitions. imile it is true that grievances can be dealt with by questions, 
and while it is also true that grievances were generally dealt with by 
petitions before I83I4., it does not seem reasonable to assume that the 
question is "in effect the ri#it of petitioning the Crown and Parlia- 
ment for the redress of grievance." Questions seem to have arisen 
out of an exception to the rules of the House of Commons that there must 
be a question before the House for a member to take the floor « It cannot 
be denied that the limitation of opportunities on petitions contributed 
to the increase in the use of question and answer after 1834. More 
particularly, however, question hour is a development since 1832 and one 
closely associated with the changes in the character and procedure of the 
House of Commons after the reforms of 1832.
— 28—
^Josef Redlich, The Procedure of House of Commons (1908), I, 5.




^Ibid.. I, xxi, this second paragraph is by Sir Courtenay Ilbert, 
the first paragraph is by Josef Redlich, as cited.
n
Sir Thomas Erskine May, Law and Usage of Parliament (1924), 
p. 210, note 2.
g
"The South Sea Conçany was formed in 1711 by Robert Harley....
The stock of the company rose in six months from 128 l/2 to 1,000."
The Bubble burst in August, 1720, bringing ruin to many. Tte Columbia 
Encyclopedia (1940), p. 1662.
9Timberland, Tifô History and Proceedings ^  ̂  House of Lords 
from the Restoration in 1660 ^  the Present Time. (1742-1743), HI, 141- 
142, in the marginal note calls this a "debate on a Report of Mr. Knight's 
being apprehended," and reports it as occur ing February 9, 1720, 0. S.
See also Torbuck, A Collection of t M  Parliamentary Debates in England
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fyrm the Year 1668 to the present TB<!E (1741), VIII, 16-17 (February 9, 
sic. 1721); 7 Pari. Hist. 709-710 (February 9, sic. 1721); 21 Lords Jour­
nals 403 (February 9, 1720, 0, S. ). Alpheus Todd, ^  Parliamentary 
Government in England. II, (1869), 340, says that the Earl of Sunderland, 
who answered Lord Cowper's question, was Prime Minister at this time.
19 Commons Journals 406 (January 23, 1720, O.S.).
11Ibid.
^^Ibid.. 419; Torbuck, 0£. cit.. VIII, 15-16.
13Morning Post (London), May 28, 1778. See also 19 Pari. Hist. 
1203-1204. The italics in parentheses in this quotation are mine.
1421 Pari. Hist. 388-391.
^Times (London), March 17, 1795.
^^Ibid.. February 7, 1795.
1710 Pari. Deb. la. 1159-1160.
18Ibid.. 1170-1172.
19For exanples see Times (London), January 28, 1809; 22 Pari. Deb. 
Is. 1112-1113.
20Mirror of Parliament, 1828, II, 1515.
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21Ibid.. Ill, 2396.
22Parliamentary Papers. 1831-32, V (No. 639); ibid.« 1834, %I
(No. 284). 
23Ibid.. 1831-32, V (No. 639), Minutes of Evidence, p. 342.
24The Constitutional Year Book (1931), p. 178; ibid. (1938), pp.
160-161.
CHAPTER 17 
QUESTIONS IN MID-NINETEENTH CENTURY
In 1835 the now universal practice of giving written notice of 
questions first appeared. The first such notices to appear on the 
Notice Paper were published in the Votes of Februarj'" 25, and March 25, 
1835. On February 25, the following appeared:
1, Mr. Fowell Buxton— . To put a Question relative 
to the measures which are in progress for the education of 
Negroes, and also relative to the appointment of Local 
Magistrates in Jamaica to the office of Special Magistrates.^
On March 25, Mr. Wilks gave notice of a question respecting "Charity
2Estates remaining uninvestigated by the Charity Ccnmissioners." The
a aims day. Col, Evans gave notice of a question on correspondence with
3the Turkish Government. These questions were not separated on the 
Notice Paper and Order Paper, but appeared haphazard with "Notices of 
Motions." Four additional notices of questions appeared with motions 
in 1835.^ This handful of questions appearing in the official notices 
represents only a small proportion of the questions asked arvi reported 
by the Times, and the Mirror of Parliament. The practice which had
- 31-
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already grown up of giving private notice to the Minister concerned 
must have prevailed for the bulk of questions of which no written notice 
appeared. Speaker James Abercrcmby ruled at this time "That as a strict 
matter of right, any member of Parliament was entitled to bring on a mo­
tion without giving notice of it."^ Motions and questions at this time 
have two things in common: One, they both appear together in the Votes.
two, a member had a strict right to put either a question or motion with­
out formal written notice, althou^ very rarely were motions permitted 
without formal notice, but it must have been quite common for questions 
to be put without formal notice. In the years following 1835, notices 
of questions can be observed with increasing frequency in the Votes, 
published under the heading "Notices of Motions."
A procedure committee met in 1837. Because the number of questions 
had not reached substantial proportions, this committee did not give 
consideration to this topic, nor did it consider the practice of moving 
the adjournment of the House in order to institute an independent debate. 
Because of the latitude allowed at this time in asking and answering 
questions, this use of the adjournment motion was not of great importance. 
At this time, amendments on putting the question of reading an Order of 
the Day were eliminated. Thus was closed this convenient channel for 
calling the attention of the House to matters in which members were in­
terested.^ This restriction of opportunity for discussion was one fac­
tor working toward the enhancement of the value of questions to private 
members.
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The year 1847 stands out as important in the development of ques­
tion hour— more exactly, it would seem to be the beginning of question 
hour proper. Before this time, questions were asked both at the open­
ing of the sitting and just prior to adjournment. There have been no
7questions asked at the close of the sitting since Januaiy, 1847. Ques­
tions have since then occupied approximately the same position, "at the 
commencement of public business," which they occupy today.
When the procedure committee met in 1848 it gave scant considera­
tion to questions and question hour. Speaker Charles Shaw-Lefevre, in 
answer to the only inquiiy about question hour, told the committee, "I 
think that great public convenience has arisen from the questions put 
to Ministers at the commencement of the evening, which frequently do
g
away with the necessity of a debate." The Speaker was also questioned 
by the committee about moticxis for adjournment and for the adjournment 
of debate, both of which had been used as means for raising discussion 
and as methods of obstructive tactics. He proposed that all debate be 
prohibited on both types of motions, and that no division on either mo­
tion be permitted within an hour of a previous division, unless twenty- 
one members should stand and declare themselves with the ayes in stçport 
of the motion. He indicated that the purpose of his proposals was to 
eliminate the use of the adjournment motion to bring on a discussion of 
a topic extraneous to the subject before the House, and to remove aqy 
opportunity for using these forms for dilatory purposes. The committee 
was sufficiently inpressed by the testimony of the Speaker that it 
adopted the substance of the rules proposed by him on a vote of seven
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9to six, with the casting of the vote of the chairman for the proposals. 
Later, Sir Robert Peel proposed that the Brotherton resolution be not 
recommended to the House unless there could be a guarantee of its 
"efficacy" and some protection against the abuse of the power thus given 
to the majority.The coomittee adopted Peel's resolution in effect 
reversing its earlier action. In fact, these proposed rules were never 
reported to the House. Instead the committee included in its report 
the following, frequently quoted admonition:
It is not so much on any new rules, especially re­
strictive rules, that Your Committee would rely for the 
prompt and efficient dispatch of business by The House.
The increasing Wsiness calls for increased consideration 
on the part of Members in the exercise of their individual 
privileges.
Your Committee would desire to rely on the good feel­
ing of The House, and on the forbearance of its Members, and 
on a general acquiescence in the enforcenent by The Speaker 
of the established rule of The House which requires that
Members should strictly confine themselves to matters imme-
11diately pertinent to the subject of debate.
Resolutions embodying the suggestion of the committee that debate be elimi­
nated when the Speaker left the Chair on going into committee of the \#iole
12house were adopted February 5, 1849. Thus was closed another opportunity 
for the private member.
“ 35“
We have seen that in 1847 question hour came to occupy a fixed
13place in the procedure of the House of Commons. Two years later 
notices of questions were assigned a fixed place on the Notice Paper, 
appearing with separate ntanbering at the beginning of "Notices of Mo­
tions." This practice continued from February 22, 1849 until 1869,
14when questions were given their own heading, "Notices of Questions,"
The practice of question and answer had become an accepted part of 
British Parliamentary Procedure by the middle of the nineteenth cen­
tury. For exanple, questions, as well as debates, had become commom 
on the motion for adjournment from Friday to Monday.^^ A further evi­
dence of the role of questions in mid-century is the testimony of Augustus 
Stafford as to their inçiortance at the Admiralty when he said, "I always 
had a very great difficulty as to the questions. The Committee know that
is the increasing habit of the House of Commons to inquire minutely
16into transactions in different parts of the globe or at the Admiralty."
The procedure committee of 1854 recommended that the adjournment 
of the House from Friday to Monday be made automatic— without any ques­
tions, debate, or division being permitted.This came after a full 
consideration of questions of all kinds and the discussions on the ad­
journment motion. The proposed restriction of the rights of the private
member was withdrawn in the face of the evident opposition of the House
18to such a measure. The Speaker, Charles Shaw-Lefevre, had compiled a 
manual of the rules of the House. His manual was referred to the Com-
19mittee by the House. The practice of the House of Commons on questions 
is indicated by rules Nos. 152-154, as follows:
— 36—
152. Before the Public Business is entered upon. Questions 
are permitted to be put to Ministers of the Crown, relating to 
public affairs; and to other Members, relating to any Bill, Mo­
tion, or other public matter connected with the Business of The 
House, in which such Members may be concerned.
153. In putting any such Question, no argument or opinion 
is to be offered, nor apy facts stated, except so far as may be 
necessary to explain such question.
154* In answering any such Question, a Member is not to
20debate the matter to which the same refers.
These rules were not adopted by the House of Commons, but were merely 
declaratory of the practice of the House of Commons in 1857 and 1869, 
when they were published.
The questions and discussions on the motion to adjourn from Friday 
to Monday were given a thorough consideration by the procedure committee 
in 1861. Thomas Erskine May told the committee that, to his knowledge,
the first notice of a question to be raised on the motion for adjourn-
21sent from Friday to Monday had been printed May 17, 1850. The committee 
reconnended that these questions and conversations be eliminated, as had
the committee of 1854, but it thought the regular question hour, just
22before public business, should be left unlimited. In supporting this 
view, they said:
It is necessary, however, to be watchful, and to guard 
against the inroad of new cause of delay (which might increase 
the time needed to transact business). A practice has arisen
- 37-
of putting questicKis to Ministers on notice, when no Motion 
is before the House; and these questions and the answers to 
them, are confined within narrow limits, intended to be pre­
cautions against irregular debate. There is convenienae in 
this course; but to prevent this license degenerating into 
abuse, it is most important that both the questions and art- 
swers should be as coicise as possible, and not sustained by 
reasoning which might give rise to debate. Recourse on these 
occasions has been sometimes had to the expedient oT moving 
the Adjournment of the House for the express purpose of opem- 
ing debate. This proceeding is to be regarded with the great­
est jealousy. It is in reality an abuse of one of the forms 
of the House, with the avowed intent of virtually breaking 
its essential rules. Your Committee have come to the con­
clusions that this evil has not reached the point where spe­
cial interference by a new Standing Order would be expedient.
They are disposed still to rely on the forbearance of Menbers 
in the use of forms which respect for ancient usage leaves 
unaltered; and the marked disapprobation of a large majority 
of the House may check the growth of so objectionable a
23practice.
Because the canmittee was not willing to completely eliminate the desul­
tory discussions which had been taking place on Friday, it recommended 
that the adjournment from Friday to Monday be automatic, without debate, 
and without question put, except when Siçply or Ways and Means were not 
open. This meant that when the Committees of Supply or Ways and Means
— 38”
were not set up the desultory discussions were still possible. When
these two Committees were set up, the committee recommended that one
of the two should be the first Order of the Day on Fridays. This
opened the way on Fridays for desultory discussions on the motion
"That the Speaker do now leave the Chair." The substance of these
25rules became Standing Orders on May 3» 1861.
In research on questions in the nineteenth century, as well as 
earlier, one is handicapped by the lack of accuracy and completeness 
in the records of questions and answers. Charles Ross gave evidence 
to a committee on proceedings in 1862 that the Times Parliamentary 
reporting corps, of which he was the director, depended on newspaper 
reports for the text of questions and answers, as there was no entry 
of questions in the Votes and Minutes, since questions were not tech­
nically matters of debate. This committee recognized that questions
26"fom an Important part of the actual business noticed in Parliament."
Official action to place answering of questions before the com­
mencement of public business was taken in 186? for Tuesday and Friday
27sittings at the two o'clock ("morning") sitting. This action ex­
tended only through June of that session. Two years later the terms
28of the original resolution were applied to all "morning" sittings.
The effect of the rule was to make official the place of questions 
before the commencement of public business, and also to restrict 
questions to the "morning" sitting when there were both "morning" and 
"evening" sittings. This was, however, the same order of business
29which applied when the House met at its regular time of four. Thus,
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it beeomes clear that the custom of the House of Commons was to have a
question hour just before it took up public business. Likewise, the
moving of the adjournment at question time was at this same period held
30by the Speaker to be reserved for occasions of urgency. This suggests 
much of the modern practice with regard to these two means of control by 
Parliament over the Government.
Redlich gives 1869 as the year when questions were assigned a sepa­
rate place on the Notice Paper and when they had a fixed portion of tune
31before the commencement of public business. May assigns the date of 
1849 as the first time there was a separate place on the Notice Paper 
for questions.What actually happened in 1869 was that notices of 
questicxis were separated from motions, and given their own separate 
heading of "Notices of Questions.This change first appeared with 
the Notice Paper of April 26, 1869. Questions had already been separate 
in fact, with a separate numbering, although they appeared from 1849 to 
1869 under the heading "Notices of Motions."
The procedure committee of 1871 gave full consideration to discus­
sion on the motion to adjourn the House, and to the procedure on the 
Estimates. Questions were considered, but no recommeoiation was made 
relative to tl«m. The committee was influenced not to take apy action 
on questions by the testimoiy of Sir Thomas Erskine May, Clerk of the 
House of Commons, who said, "I think it would be best to keep the prac­
tice on its present footing. It answers admirably well, and the replies 
are generally sufficient to satisfy the Member who makes the inquiiy, 
and frequently obviate the necessity for more extended debate at other
-ItO-
tiiTies."̂  ̂ The corranitt-ee recomnended a further restriction of the rijhts 
of private members by removing the opportr-nity for discussion which had 
existed when the House resolved itself into Committee of Supply. On 
Thursday and Friday it was recommended that discussion still be permitted 
on the motion that.the Speaker leave the Chair, but the rest of the week 
the motion was not to be put and the Speaker was to leave the Chair auto­
matically.^^ The committee did not propose any limitation of the dis­
cussions on the motion for adjournment.
Between 1835 and 1370 the practices which make up modern question 
hour were evolved. The custom of rivinp notice of questions to be asked 
originated a'"out 1835. The proce dure committee which met in 1337 did not 
consi 1er questions nor adjornment motions, but it lid eliminate amend­
ments on reaiin--' Orderr of the bay. The askin o'' questions earl/ in the sittinr, 
at the commencement of public business, has been customsr?,'" since 131|,7.
The procedure committee of 18L3 did not propose any regulation of 
questions and that proposed for adjournment motions were reconsidered.
The convenience of question hour, however, was briefly called to the 
attention of the ccnrittee. Fro^ I3k9 to loop questions were numbered 
separately, but appeared on the notice paper as notices of motions.
After 1869 they assumed their present form as notices of questions.
The proce.iure committee of 1355 took more notice o'! questions, but 
there was a disposition to leave unlimitel the opportun!tv tor 
askinr questions at the commencement of public business. The practice 
of askin- questions and en-a-in- in deb te on the motion to aljonrn from 
Friday to Fondav which had arisen a: out 1350 was finite ’ ^ut not. co -pletely 
eliminated. The procedure committee of 1371 accepted the testimony of Sir 
Thomas Srslcine May, Clerk of the House of Commons, as to the efficacy 
and importance of questions and consequently Id not suy est any
—Ui~
regulation of them. The committee did recommend, as had most of its 
predecessors, further restriction of the opportunity of me/nbers to en­
gage in desultory debate or discussion. All these restrictions created 
a pressure which enhanced the importantance of question hour to the 
Member of parliament.
Votes, 1835, pp. 24, 33j Mirror of Parliament. 1835, I, 70, 140-141, 
This entry appeared at two different places— first under "Notices given 
TIfednesday 25 February 1835»" and second under "Notices of Motions for 
Friday 27 February 1835," that is, on the Notice Paper. Mr. Buxton's 
question was answered by William E. Gladstone at the end of the sitting. 
See also 26 Pari. Deb. 434-435; Times (London), February 28, 1835,
p. 2.
2Votes. 1835, pp. 207, 216-217. This entry appeared as item No, 6 
on the Notice Paper under "Notices of Motions for Friday 27 March 1835." 
See also Mirror of Parliament. 1835» I» 585.
^otes. 1835, pp. 207, 216-217» This was entry No. 19 on the Notice 
Paper. See also Mirror of Parliament. 1835» I» 585 ; 27 Pari» Oob. 2j2.«
313-314.
Votes. 1835» pp. 794» 822, 832, 1093, U38, 1145.
Vimes (London), March 7, 1835» p. 1. In full, the Times reported:
That as a strict matter of right, any member of Par­
liament was entitled to bring on a motion without giving 
notice of it; but it had been found to conduce to the con­
venience of hon. members, and indeed to the convenience of 
transacting public business, to give notice beforehand of 
the day on which any motion that was not altogether unim­
portant would be brought forward. Unless there were cir-
cumstances connected with this motion of such urgency that 
the hon. men4)er thought that they could not admit of delay, 
be would suggest to him the propriety of withdrawing his 
present motion, and bringing it forward on another day#
We believe this to have been the substance of the 
Speaker's observations; but from the position of his chair, 
and from his speaking with his back turned to the gallery, 
it is a matter of extreme difficulty to catch even the sub­
stance of what he says. To give his precise words is utterly 
impracticable# We mention this to account for the brevity 
with which we are always conpelled to report his observations.
6
Parliamentary Papers. 1837, XIII (No. 517). The committee 
recomaended: (1) that no amendments should be permitted on the question
being put that aqy Order of the Day be read, and (2) that no notice be 
permitted to be placed on the Order Book for any day beyond the fourth 
"Nbtice day" after. A resolution was adopted by the House of Commons 
on the motion of Lord John Hussell which incorporated the first of the 
committee's recommendations with the additional provision that Monday, 
Wednesday, and Friday should be Order Days, 39 Pari. Deb. 3s. 193-200 
(November 24, 1837).
7
Times (London), January 22, 1847, pp. 3, 4; 89 Pari. Deb.
268, This question, asked on January 21, 1847, was the last example 
I could find of a question asked just before adjournment at a regular 
sitting.
g
Parliamentary Papers. 1847-48, X7I (No. 644), Minutes of Evidence.
p. 11, The testimony in full:
82. Sir R. Inglis) Does it or does it not appear to 
you that no corresponding benefit arises to The House ly 
the ventilation of subject in the shape of preliminary 
questions between private Members and Ministers, which 
ventilation in such shape may supersede the necessity of 
a separate debate, or if it do not supersede, it may 
shorten its duration.— (Answer by the Speaker) I think 
that great public convenience has arisen from the ques­
tions put to Ministers at the commencement of the even­
ing, which frequently do away with the necessity of a 
debate.
VaT»i■iAtnentarv Papers. 1847-48, XVI (No. 644), Report, p. xii.
^°Ibid.. p. xiii.
^Ibid., p. viii.
12104 Commons Journals 21-23.
13 1’Cf. supra, p. #
^Sir Thomas Erskine May, Law and Usage of Parliament (1924), p. 
238, note 2; Notices of Motions and Orders of tJie Day, 1849, pp. 75-78, 
83-84, 85-94, 95. Cf. supra, p. M t  .
^^Robert Bourke, Parliamentary Precedents (1857), p. 13.
^VaT.1 la ment APT Papers. 1852-53, %%7, Minutes of Evidence (Dock­
yards Committee), p.- 283, in full, it was reported:
4107, Were there ary other ways in which the Board 
of Admiralty seemed not to be in harmony with the House of 
Commons?— ( Stafford) I always had a very great difficulty 
as to the questions. The Committee know that is the
increasing habit of the House of Commons to inquire minutely 
into transactions in different parts of the globe or at the 
Admiralty.
17Parliamentary Papers. 1845, VII (No. 212), Report, p. vii.
^®133 Pari. Deb. 1178-1185. See especially ibid., 1184-1185. 
^^130 ibid. 317-318 (February 7, 1854).
Rules. Orders. and Forms of Proceeding of the House of Cornons 
relating to Public Business (1857), p. 38; ibid. (1869), pp. 37-38.
^^Parl1amentarv Papers. 1861, XI (No. 173), Minutes of Evidence,
p. 37.
Ibid.. Report, p. xi.
^̂ Ibid.
^Ibid.. p. xii. The reason for making this new rule effective 
was that adequate opportunity for discussion of almost anything could
be had on the motion for thé Speaker to leave the Chair. Vfhen the House 
of Commons is in plenary session, the Speaker occupies the Chair and the 
Mace is on the Table. When the House of Commons becomes a committee of 
the whole house, or a committee of the whole house on Supply, or on Ways 
and Means, the Speaker leaves the Chair, the Mace is removed from the 
Table, and the Deputy Speaker, who is also Chairman of Committees, pre­
sides over the discussions in the committee of the whole.
25l62 Pari. Deb- 1510, 1519, 1521, 1522, 1528. The four resolu­
tions made the following provisions: (l) fixed Ways and Means, or Supply
Committee for Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, or for any other day appoint­
ed by the House, (2) made Monday, Wednesday, and Friday Order days and 
made Monday and Friday Government days (at this time, there was a short 
sitting on Wednesday), (3) made the adjournment from Friday to Monday 
automatic (i.e., no debate or division was permitted), while the Comr- 
mittees of Supply, and Ways and Means were open, and (4) set either Simply 
or Ways and Means as the first Order of the Day on Friday, and provided 
that, on the reading of the Order of the Day, the question, "That Mr. 
Speaker do now leave the Chair," should be put.
^^P«:13^Mnta£y Papers. 1862, XVI (No. 373), Minutes of Evidence, 
pp. 47-48. I ^ . ,  Report, p. vi, the committee said:
Your Committee had laid before them several specimens 
of works which might furnish a compendious record of Parlia­
mentary Proceedings for the use of Members; among them is 
one called the Parliamentaiy Record which was prepared last 
year by Mr. Charles Ross. It contains such selection of
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entries in the Votes and Minutes of either House as above 
described, and inr. addition, an entry of such questions asked 
in either House, with a note of the answers, as do not admit 
of being recorded in the Votes or Minutes, Inasmuch as they 
are technically /notJJ matters of debate, without any pro­
ceeding of either House being taken upon them, but which at 
the same time, according to modern practice, form an impor­
tant part of the actual business noticed in Parliament.
27122 Commons Journals 247-248 (May 27, 1867).
28
124 ibid. 171 (April 30, 1869)} 195 Pari. Deb. 2s. 1981-1982. 
The resolution was:
Resolved. That, unless the House shall otherwise order, 
whenever the House shall meet at TviO o’clock, the House 
will proceed with Private Business, Petitions, Motions for 
unopposed Returns, and leave of absences to Members, giving 
of Notices of Motions, Questions to Ministers, and such 
Orders of the Day as shall have been appointed for the 
Morning Sitting.
29
195 Pari. Deb, 1977,
30 ,196 Pari. Deb. 3s. 19, reports as follows:
Mr. Speaker said, he could not put the Question without 
reminding the House that the privilege of moving the Adjourn­
ment of the House upon asking a Question had been reserved by
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the eomBicm consent of the House for occasions of urgency.
Unless that privilege were exercised with forbearance, the 
result would be fatal to the successful conduct of Public 
Business.
on
Josef Hedlich, ^  Procedure of the House of Commons (1908), I,
117.
32May, op. cit., p. 238, note 2.
^^Notices of Motions and Orders of the Day» 186849% I, 537-546, 
575-591, 595-630, 631, 641, 645. Of. supra, p. ,^55*
Parliamentary Papers. 1871, XI (No. 137), Minutes of Evidence, 
p. 12, contains the following r^ort:
testifying 7 With regard to ordinary questions, 
it would be quite impossible to allow a discussion, other­
wise, the whole proceedings would be brou^t into confusion.
On Monday last there were 26 Questions in the Paper; they 
were all asked, and there were five or six more asked withr-
out notice /supplementary questions 7» and the simple ask­
ing and answering these questions occupied upwards of three- 
quarters of an hour.• If a discussion had been allowed, the
whole night would have been absorbed.
(Mr. Newdegate) Would it not be possible to give the 
House an opportunity, if it had received notice, of pre­
cluding a question without discussion?— (May) I think it
would be best to keep the practice on its present footing. 
It answers admirably well, and the replies are generally 
sufficient to satisfy the Member who makes the inquiry, 
and frequently obviate the necessity for more extended de­
bate at other times. It will be observed that whenever 
a Member is not satisfied with the answer he receives, or 
when he thinks a more extended discussion necessary, he 
has other opportunities of bringing the matter before the 
House.
Italics in brackets are mine.
35Pariiamentary Papers. 1871, XI (No. 137), Report, p. üi*
CHAPTER V 
REFORM AND NEW RUIES
The changes in the procedure of the House of Commons made before 
1870 were designed to preserve as much as possible of the old rules and 
traditions, as much of private initiative as was consistent with the 
conduct of public business, and the fundamentals of private menfcers* 
rights. In spite of this the private member had lost much. He could 
not initiate discussions on the petitions to the House of Commons. He 
had lost his opportunity for questions and discussions on the adjourn­
ment from Friday to Monday, although the Friday discussions remained 
in a different form for some time yet— i.e., on the Speaker leaving 
the Chair to go into committee. Opportunities had been cut down for 
discussions on the Estimates and on bills. For its bills, and for 
otherpublic business, the Government had taken the larger part of the 
time of the House.
The growth of obstruction fay Irish members made reliance on the
cooperation of members of the House of Commons inçossible. "After
1877 the best mode of meeting obstruction became the most instant
2problem of parliamentary procedure." Sir Courtec^ Ilbert thought 
"The existence of every Government, and especially of every c«Mistitu- 
tional Government, depends...on the assumption of a general desire to
3make the machine work."
- S o -
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The procedure co^xdttee of l''F3 heard some suggestions from Speaker 
Brand which were the germ of the idea later incorporated into the Stand­
ing Orders as the urgency motion for the aijournment of the House. The 
Speaker thought the practice of movinr the adjournment of the House to 
commence a debate was "highly inconvenient, and shouli be stopped if 
practicable." He opposed a harl and fast rule eliminating all such op­
portunity'' for discussion, therefore, he thou-ht "that before public business 
came on, if a Hember desired to discuss a question of urgency, he should 
submil, it in '«writing to the Speaker." This would permit the Speaker to 
read the motion and decide 'hvhether it ./as an urgent question, an i was 
one that should be put or not,"'^ The committee did not adopt the Soeaker's 
sugrestion, but it did attempt to deal v/ith dilatory motions alon^ lines 
summested by the Speaker. Sir Thomas Erskine May thoucht that there was 
not "any very great inconvenience arisiu' from the present rules as to 
questions." He did t?fe exceotion to their number an: their length, but 
he felt that they saved the time of the House by obviatin"' debate.'" No 
one suggested to the committee that questions should be rep/lated, hence 
the committee did not ?-ecommend any rule - for questions. The pressure 
of questions is clearly indicated by their increase in n'umber:
Year No. of sittings No. of questions Hours occupied
by questions
1857 116 451 22
1867 128 912 45
1877 122 1343 66
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Sir Reginald Palgrave, who served the House of Comnons as Clerk, had 
his doubts about the desirability of the practice in the light of the 
increase in the practice as revealed by his table above.^
When Cavendish Bentinck had called the attention of the procedure 
committee of 1871 to the waste of time involved in reading a question 
twice— once on giving notice of the question, and once on asking it—
Sir Thomas Erskine May thought the practice did not require regulation 
as it did not take much tirae.̂  In 1880 Joseph Cowen noted that it took 
two hours for question hour and that an hour of this time was spent in 
reading questions, Speaker Brand ruled that the practice was customary, 
and convenient, but that there was no rule requiring questions to be
g
read. Henry W, Lucy, dean of Parliamentary correspondents of the late 
nineteenth century, places the origin of this practice in the previous 
Parliament (1874-1880). Writing at the time of Joseph Cowen's observa­
tion, he said, "In the last Parliament some members who rather fancied 
their literary composition, and loved the sound of their own voices,
thought it would be an agreeable thing to recite the terms of their 
9question." Lucy conments that Cowan’s suggestion was a good one.
"It was not too soon to speak since the habit of putting questions has
10increased, is increasing, and must sternly be diminished." He sug­
gested also that, since Cowen's suggestion that questions not be read 
at the time they were asked had met with general approval, the House 
might "on easy compulsion feel inclined formally to discountenance this 
added and altogether indefeasible waste of time ^i.e., reading questions 
at the time of giving notice of theg^." A month after Mr. Cowen*s
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helpful suggestion, a member ̂ innigam/ read a question which took a 
half column in Hansard. Speaker Brand ruled that it was not strictly 
out of order. After the question was answered, Parnell insisted that 
it was previously the universal custom to read notice of questicxis.
Callan placed the blame for reading questions on the former Conserva­
tive Government, which, he said, "insisted that Questions should be read, 
for the purpose of occupying the time of the House, no matter how imma­
terial they were." The Speaker again ruled that the practice was in or­
der, but, he said, "I am inclined to think the House will do well to 
12depart from it."
"Remarkable in many respects" was the session of 1881. The House
often sat far into the night and eve» into the next day. It all began
on Monday, January 2/̂ , 1881 when the Chief Secretary for Ireland ̂ (r.
Forstei/ asked leave to introduce the Bill for the Protection of Person
and Property (Ireland)— the Coercion Bill, It took twenty-two hours to
carry the Prime Minister's Gladstone/ motion for precedence— from four
o'clock Tuesday until two o'clock Wednesday. This was, in 1914, said
13to be the seventh longest sitting on record. On Monday, January 31 
began "the longest and most memorable of all." It took from four o'clock 
Monday till half-past-nine Wednesday, forty-one hours and thirty minutes, 
to quell the Irish obstruction and vote leave to bring in the bill. Only 
heroic measures by Speaker Brand carried the day for the Government. He 
came into the Chamber shortly after nine o'clock on Wednesday (the 
Speaker and Deputy Speaker had taken turns presiding):
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Silencing Mr. Biggar and speaking in measured terms,
Mr. Brand said that a Bill, believed to be urgent in the 
interest of the State, was being resisted by an inconsiderable 
minority by modes of "Obstruction," which was a Pariamentary 
offence. The majority of the House was thre tened, and must 
be vindicated. He was satisfied that he could best carr;>" 
out the will of the House by declining to call upon any 
more Members to speak and by at once putting the Question.
That afternoon February 3, I88lÿ^ the obstructing Irish members were 
named and forcibly removed from the service of the H o u s e . After this 
experience with Irish oostruction. Speaker Brand was given limited dicta­
torial powers over the procedure of the House of Commons. Under these 
powers he set up the following rules governing dilatory motions:.
1. That no Motion for the adjournment of the House 
shall be made, except by leave of the House, before the 
Orders of the Day or Notices of Motions have been entered 
upon.^^
2. That when a Motion is made for the adjournment of a 
Debate, or of the House, during any Debate, the Debate there­
upon shall be stricly confined to the matter of such Motion.
3. That, if during any Debate, a Motion be made for 
the adjournment of the Debate, or of the House, Mr. Speaker 
may decline to put the Question thereupon, if, in his judge-
. ment, such Motion is made for the purpose of obstruction; or, 
if he think fit to put such Questio. , he may put it from the 
Chair forthwith.^7
In 1380 the House hai discontinued the practice of reading 
questions when the were to be ans.erei— instead, askin- then by 
n u m b e r . I'r. Oillvmi suggested on July 4, 1531 that members should hand 
their questions in at the Table instead of re.^dinr notice o? them before 
the House. Speaker Brand agreed that "a still further savin- of time 
ml-ht take place" if the practice were adopted This is tiie " odern 
practice with regard to notice of qrentions, since the memh'Sr hands 
his questions in to the clerks at the Table,
The Gladstone Ca'inet recognisei the importance .'f drafting rules 
of proce hare to control obstruction by callin' a special ai.tux.in session 
an 18 32 for tiie one opeclfic purpose of revisin ■ an I nicrlornizin • the 
rules of the House of Comnons. In the six veeks follouin- October 24, 
"the work of procedure reform .vas accomplished only after a Ion- and 
bluter Su rjgrle."*"® Josef de .111 ch .rion he wrote his monumental •,.'orlc 
on the House of Commons early in the t.entieth century, thou"ht this 
first imified effort "at fundament..1 reform" had not, "as yet, been 
surpasoS .in importa Lice ov e v'.-cnt,"̂  ̂ Tie twelve re - ol' : ti one ek-i ch were 
adopte- at this session were rlesi~nel to -m'-e the -ajorltp of Commons 
master in ite OT.n house.22 The socon' of these resolutions became 
Standing Order No. 9— providing for urroncy motions fo- .'adjournment.^3
The rule '.ms designed to orevenu u!ie mou- on for a ijoumment at question
ti-m from beln - use I for obstruction, but at the sane time to make the
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device available for introducing discussions of matters of intrinsic 
importance. The rule made the motion dependent upon the support of 
forty members, or as an alternative of ten members and the approval 
of the House on a division. The debate, when permitted, was to come 
after all questions had been disposed of.
In the elections of 1386 the Irish Home Rule Party won eighty 
seats in Parliament, This gave them the power to use urgency motions 
for adjournment, since it required only forty members to invoke this 
form of discussion. Reading notices of cuestions could also provide 
an effective means of killing time.^U Before the procedure committee 
of 1886 had reported, the practice of reading notices of questions was 
discontinued by resolution of the House. The rule adopted at this time 
read;
Resolved That Notices of Questions be given by Mem­
bers in writing to the Clerk at the Table, without reading
them viva voce in the House, unless the consent of the
Speaker to any particular Question has been previously
obtained,
Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson, vdio introduced the resolution, thought the dis­
advantages of reading notices of questions v/ere many. He said, "The ob­
ject of his motion was to prevent ?rhat had really become a great v/aste 
Public time. (Cheers.)" He continued, "Not only had the practices 
of putting questions groi,wi irmensely, but there had arisen another prac­
tice of putting a number of sup lementary questions with the object of
arguing against the view drawn out by the original question." He con-
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eluded that, "Questions had in fact grown to be an abuse of their pro­
ceedings." The delay of public business until five-thirty o'clock or 
later seemed to him justification for taking matters in their own hands
26and not waiting for the procedure cojooittee. The Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, represaiting the Government, was sure that, "Everybody must 
feel that the growth of questions was a serious evil." He said when 
he entered the House, questions took fifteen minutes, and now "they fre­
quently took up one and a half or two hours." He blamed the press, say­
ing, "So long as the newspapers thus encouraged the practice it would 
continue." He said he would be happy to siçport the second paragraph
27of the resolution as a sessional order. With the support of the Gov­
ernment, the resolution embodying this paragraph was adopted by a vote 
of two hundred fifty-three to fifty-four.
The debate on this resolution brought out differing points of view
on the institution of question hour. Sir Michael Hicks-Beach observed
that the House was more crowded at question hour than at any other time.
He concluded that the "House would not be willing to limit the right of
28addressing questions to the Government of the Day." The Irish point 
of view, as expressed by Mr, Dillon, was that questions did not waste 
the time of the House, since they were the only possible means at the 
disposal of the Irish members "for bringing serious grievances to the
29notice of the House of Commons, and of frequently getting them redressed."
Joseph Cowen supported Dillon's point of view. He thought that it was
not "the use, but the abuse of questions" that was objectionable. He
saw the reason for the increase of questions in "the persistent encroach-
"30ment upon the rights of private Members. Mr. Sexton spoke eloquently 
for the private member, he said:
"•58"
It did not surprise him to find the two front benches 
agreeing on such a motion. If Ministers had their way they 
would ^adly assent to any motion for putting an end to ques- 
tiwis altogether. (Hear). The privilege of questioning was 
one of the most useful in the hands of members. It was at 
the same time one of the most irksome in the opinion of Min­
isters... .If hon. mesbers rushed to a hasty conclusion on 
this subject they might find, when it was too late, that they
31had given up one of their most valuable rights. (Hear, hear.)
Although there was strong objection from those who feared the precedent 
of regulation might ultimately end the private members * rights, the first 
formal regulation of questions was adopted with overwhelming support. It 
was the general view that the purpose of the rule was to do away with the 
nuisance of reading notice of questions and that "No one wished to curtail
the right of members to question Ministers; otherwise Ministers would
32soon become despotic." One Member of Parliament said:
The official mejdaers of course vote "Questions" to 
be a prime nuisance; but the new members are jealous of 
this power, which affords them the only means they have, 
in the present congested state of public business, of in­
fluencing the national administration. The power is un­
duly used, no doubt, and the questions are often too pro­
lix and diffuse. Still, we ought to keep the power, and
33I think we mean to do so.
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In the report of the procedure committee of 1886 was a proposed rule 
for the regulation of Questions. This would have added to the rule adopt­
ed by the House earlier in the session, which is referred to immediately 
above— the provision for questions on the business of the House, supplemen­
tary questions, and questions of immediate urgency which had been presented 
to the Speaker in v/riting without the written notice provided in the session­
al rule of the House, The committee considéra amending Standing Order No, 9 
/urgency adjournment motion/, but after full discussion, and amendment of the 
proposals, they were defeated by the c o m m i t t e e B e f o r e  any action could be 
taken on this report the Liberal Government fell and a Conservative Govern­
ment came into power.
The closure rule was strengthened by the Conservative Government 
on March lo, 1887. The effectiveness of Irish obstruction in 1887, how­
ever, made further rules n e c e s s a r y . The Salisbury Government had to 
devise the "Guillotine," the most drastic action of the House of Commons 
siacs the limited dietatorship oy the Speaker in 1881.'^^ At the next 
session, 1888, the Commons put through the Government’s procedure reform 
with surprising s p e e d , 37 phe adjournment at a fixed hour was adopted.
Standing committees were provided to save the time of the House. Dila- 
toiy motions on going into coirmittee v/ere eliminated.38 |gany less impor­
tant amendments were made in the Standing Orders.39 on March 7, 1888, 
the resolution of March 12, 1886 requiring written notice of questions 
to the Clerk at the Table became Standing Order No. 2 0 . At the same 
time the resolution of April 30, 1869 fixing the time for questions in 
the order of business became a Standing Order. This fixed the time for 
questions, where it is today, irmnediately following notices of motions, 
and preceding public business, i.e., before the Orders of the Day,^
—
The report of questions and answers in Hansard was not dependable 
before 1875. Before this time, the best source of questions and answers 
is to be found in newspapers, especially the Times. Before 1895 it had 
three boxes in the center while Hansard had only one on the side. The
had the still further advantage of receiving the questions and an­
swers "direct from Ministers." Until six o'clock these official copies 
were available for other reporters and for Hansard's reporter. After six, 
the ones used ty the Times went off to press, and Hansard had to depend 
on the version, of any it may have missed, appearing in the Times the 
next morning.^ The contract with the publisher of Hansard in 1895 re­
quired that "questions to Ministers and their replies must be given in
full."̂ ^
The election on April 10, 1895 of William Court Gully to the office 
of Speaker had a profound influence on question hour. Where Speaker Peel 
had been liberal in allowing svç>plementary questions. Gully and his suc­
cessor, Speaker Lowther, trimued down this extenqx)raneous part of question 
hour. It saved time and it protected "the House from outbursts of the 
heat engendered by a sudden squabble," but it did reduce the spontaneity 
of the occasion.^ After 1900 the subediting of questions by the clerks, 
under the supervision of the Speaker, came to assume its modem form. It 
was only logical that a question ruled out as inproper should not be per­
mitted as a supplementary question, since the Speaker was informed of 
questions disallowed at the Table.
Another practice which is an accepted part of question hour today
-6 1 -
appeared in a United form in the time of Gladstone, namely, the gronp-
jn - of cuestions. This was done "in deference to his advancing years." 
Mter IS9I Mr. Balfour availed hinnelf of the convenience. His lack of
respect for -question hour may have grovm up out of this "ractice, since 
he missed .lost of the period, or the lack of interest in question hour 
rnav have si:.inly indicated his deep-seated opj osition to tne wnolc procedure 
If his wishes had prevailed, his procedure roiorms in 1902 wot..Id have 
reduced the cuestion hour to a minimum. Lucy indicated hi:; disap- roval 
of Balfour's attitude toward -u-stion hour "hen he said;
That would be well enough /“the late an"errance of 
the Prime Minister/ in the case of any other Minister
concerned only for the business of his ovrn department.
But the question hour, touching on all the suojocts
under the sun, is a :icrocosm of the fitting. It is 
in its waQ/ analogous to aebate on tne Approp>riation Bill «
I'" one wants to know what the House of Cormons is thinic­
ing about at a particular period of a Session, he should 
study the list 01 questions.
During the last quarter of the nineteenth century the rules of the 
House of Commons were greatly expanded— largely to meet tne challenge of 
the Irish members' obstructive tactics. The work of two procedure 
committees and of a special and regular session of Parliament testify to
the importance of procedure reform. By now questions had become imj:ortant
enough to attract considerable attention in the procedure committees. The 
debates on the motion to adjourn were subjected to emergency regulation by
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Speaker Brand in 1881 and were brought T/ithin the regulation of the 
Standing Orders by the Gladstone Government in 1882. In I880 the 
House of Commons had discontinued the practice of reading questions 
at question time in order to save time. In 1886 it passed a resolution 
reo'd.ring notices of questions to be handed to the clerks instead of 
being read to the House. In 1888 the rules governing questions were 
grouped together and made part of the Standing Orders. The r^rouping of 
questions to the Prime ^'ünister at the end of question hour be-an in 
Gladstone's time. Expanded to incl-de a schedule of questions ^or all 
departments this practice is a part of modern question h.our. By the end 
of +he nineteenth century question hour had become the most important 
and interesting part of the sittiny and had co e to attract wide attention 
in the press. It had evolvei into a most effective weapon f’or parlia­
mentary control, and had become a firmly established institution in the 
House of Commons.
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Joaef Redlich, The Procedure of the House of Commons (1908), I, 144.
2
Ibid.. I, 144-145. In 1877 there were only seven obstructionists 
in the House of Commons, but it was found expedient on July 27 to pass 
two rules intended to curb obstruction* July 31 Parnell kept the cham­
ber in continuous session for twenty-one hours»
Ibid.. I, pp. xix, XX (introduction).
^Parliamentary Papers. 1878, XVIII (No. 268), Minutes of Evidence, 
p. 37.
^Ibid.. p. 9. May also expressed the opinion that the questions 
and answers made "it unnecessary to bring forward a motion upon the subjects"
^Sir Reginald Palgrave, House of Commons (1878), p. 109. Ibid.. 
p. 40, he said:
A full admission of the utility and inç>ortance of the 
inquisitorial privileges of members may, however, be accom­
panied by some consideration for the time thus occupied... 
by the questions which members put upon the notice paper, a 
practice, in other respects most advantageous, may, perhaps, 
be regarded in another li^t.
^Parliamentary Papers « 1871, XI (No. 137) ̂ Minutes of Evidence,
p. 26.
8253 Pari. Deb. ]s. 1920 (July 5, 1880).
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^Henry W. Lucy, Diary of Two Parliaments, II, 67, 
lOjbid., II, 67-68.
H lbid., II, 78.
^^225 Pari. Deb. 3s. 309-311 (August 5, i860). The Speaker said;
It was formerly the practice for Members to read 
their Questions, and that practice has generally pre­
vailed down to the present day. But I am bound to say 
that latterly the practice has prevailed of putting 
Questions at such extraordinary length that I am in­
clined to think the House will do well to depart from it.
^3a. a. Taylor, Statistics Relative to the Business and Sittings 
of the House ^91^7 j P* 181.
^%bid.
-^Redlich, op. cit., I, 157-162; 258 Pari. Deb. 3s. 63-88 
(February 3, 1881). When the Unemployment Assistance Regulations were 
being considered in 1936, the House sat thirty-four hours and twenty 
minutes— from 2:45 P.M. Wednesday, July 22, 1936 until 1:04 A.M. Friday, 
July 24. Next to the sitting of I88I referred to in the text, this 1936 
was the longest on record. Three of the four members of the Independent 
Labour Party were suspended from membership in the House as a result of 
the controversy. See the Times (London), July 24, 1936, p. 14.
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^^Hedlich, _op. cit.. I, 157-162. Rule No. 1 was communicated to 
the House on February Ji, 1881. See 258 Pari. Deb. 3s. 162 (February li, 
1881).
'̂̂ Parliamentary Papers, 1881, LXXIV. Tie Speaker (Brand) had
proposed to the procedure committee of 1878 a regulation of the motion
/50-51for the adjournment similar to rule No. 1. Cf. supra, pp.^.This became 
Standing Order No. 9 in 1882. It was No. 17 from 1888 to 1902, No. 10 
from 1902 to 1933, and is No. 8 in the Standing Orders today. 258 Pari. 
Deb. 3s. 155-156 (February i;, 1881), the House of Commons granted to the 
Speaker authority to promulgate rules for the procedure of the House when 
a Minister had taken the initiative in declaraing that there was a state 
of urgency and the House had approved by a vote of three to one ratio.
The state of urgency might be ended by the Speaker or by the House by 
majority vote. Acting under this resolution, the Prime Minister asked 
that a state of emergency be declared, which it was. The Speaker was 
acting under this authority when he promulgated these rules. 259 ibid. 890 
(March lU, 1881), the Speaker declared that the state of public business 
was no longer urgent and the urgency rules lapsed, out they could have 
been invoked again on the motion of the Government. 258 ibid. ^35-^38 
(February 9, I88I), Speaker Brand promulgated the rules quoted.
-1Q 52—55•*-°Cf. supra, pp.
^^262 Pari. Deb. 3s. 1966, reported;
I\ir. Dillwyn said....They had given up the practice of 
reading the Questions that were upon the Paper, and it had 
occurred to him that they might also dispense with the read­
ing of Notices of Questions. If an hon. Member desired to
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give Notice of a Question he might hand it to the Clerk at 
the Table. In making that suggestion he desired to ask
whether the Speaker saw any objection to it?
Mr. Speaker (Brand); The House, by its action with
reference to putting Questions in the House, has saved very
considerable time in that process, because the House by its 
own action called on Afemoers having Questions on the Paper 
not to read those Questions. No doubt, if the House thought 
proper to go still further m d  require that Notices of Ques­
tions should not be put at full length, but brought to the
Table, a still further saving of time might take place.
See also Sir Thomas Erskine May, Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage 
of Parliament (1883), p. 357# '
ZORedlich, op. cit.. I, I70.
Zllbid.
22ibid., I, 170-175. No. 1 provided for closure. No. 2 limited a 
member to one motion for af'journment, or for adjournment of debate, dur­
ing the course of a debate, and set up the urgency motion procedure for
discussions on the adjournment. No. 10 gave the Speaker, or Chairman of
the committee of the whole house power to put a question forthwith if he 
thought it an abuse of the rules of the House. Nos. it, 5, 6, and 7 
eliminated a number of opportunities for obstruction. No. 8 provided that 
no opposed business should come on after 12:30 at night. No. ^ increased 
the penal power of the Speaker for the support of the authority of the 
Chair. No. 11 provided that the report stage be taken without question
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Put. No. 12 provided for the elimination of all discussions on going 
into Committee of Supply (i.e., on the question that the Speaker leave 
the Chair) except on the first occasion when the House took up Army,
Navy, or Civil Service Votes. On December 1 four resolutions were 
introduced providing for standing committees of the House. One committee 
was set up in 1883, for that session only,, standing committees have 
been in regular use since 1883.
23275 Pari. Deb. 3s. Ili2 (November 27, 1882). For Gladstone's
comments on this rule, see 27U ibid. U8-U9. This rule, together with
resolutions Nos. 3 and 10 (Standing Orders Nos. 10 and 11), was a
modification of the urgency rules put into effect by Speaker Brand in
54
1881. Cf. supra, p.>..For text of these Standing Orders referred to, 
see Standing Orders of the House of Commons (1886), pp. 10-11.
2ii 52-55Cf. supra, pp. M  .
^^183 Commons Journals 91, adopted as an amendment to the motion,
"That Mr. Speaker do now Leave the Chair." The motion introduced by 
Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson had two paragraphs. The first was an expression 
of the congested state of business and the belief that it was not necessary 
to wait for the procedure committee before acting with respect to notice 
of questions. The second paragraph was adopted by the House after the 
support of the Govern.,:ent had been extended to this part of the motion.
This put into the rules of the House for the first time, as a sessional 
order, the regulation suggested by Mr. Dillwyn on July h, I88I. Cf. supra, 
p. .55^- .
^^1 Times Debates (March 12, l886)j 303 Pari. Deb. 3s. 697-699.
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Times Debates 459; 303 Pari. Deb. 3s. 700-702.
^^303 Pari. Deb. 3s. 7®2|' 1 Times Debates 459<
29303 Pari. Deb. 3s. 703-704.
3Qjbid., 704.
3I1 Times Debates 460; 303 Pari. Deb. 3s. 705-707.
32i Times Debates 459-460; 303 Pari. Deb. 3s. 704-705.
33Sir Richard Temple, Letters and Character Sketcnes from the House 
of Commons (1912), p. 35— the letter quoted here is dated March 13, 1866.
34parliamentary Papers, 1886, XI (No. 186), Proceedings. The com­
mittee action was taken on May 31, 1886, its report to the House was made 
June 10, 1886*
3^Sir Richard Temple, The House of Commons (1899), p.88.
36Redlich, op. cit.. I, 180-181.
37ibid., p. 182.
38lt was still possible to have discussions and motions on the first 
occasion on which Army, or Navy, or Civil Service Votes were taken up.
39lt was at this time that Standing Order No. 9 became No. 17. It 
was changed to No. 10 in 1902, and to No. 8 in 1933.
^®143 Commons Journals 85; 323 Pari. Deb. 3s. 525; 7 Times Debates
----------^^35"    — ---------------------
439* Of. supra, pp. ^
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41 
l43 Commons Journals 85; 323 Pari. Deb. 3s. 513; 7 Times Debates 
438-439.
42





Michael MacDonagh, The Pa eant of Parliament, (1921) I, 244; Henry 
b. Lucy, A Diary of the Unionist Parliament, 1895-1900 (1901), pp. 133-134.
45
Lucy, Later Peeps at Parliament (1905), pp. 376-377.
46
Lucy, Diary of the Unionist Parliament, 1395-1900 (1901), p. 103.
CHAPTER VI 
BALPCÜR REFORMS
At the torn of the century, there were some who questioned the 
whole Idea of giving the private member the opportunities that were 
still open to him. Sir Henry Fowler, M. P., for exanç>le, at a ban­
quet tendered at Wdverhanpton in the Town Hall on November 10, 1901, 
said that the procedure of the House of Commons was in need of over­
hauling. He pointed to the 6,440 printed questions in the past session 
of the House and the nearly equal number of supplementary ones. He was 
critical of the House of Commons procedure. He compared it to an ele­
phant, saying, "It could uproot a tree and pick cç) a pin." He thought 
they were working on pins, "and a very poor show those pins made."
The editor of the Daily News (Lcmdon) was moved by the report of Fowler’s 
speech to editorialize that "Parliamentary questions do not waste time
they save it....At the outside, they last two hours, wheras a discussion
2upon one of them might well occupy three."
There may have been some opposition to the thesis of Fowler’s 
Wolverhampton speech in the press, but the leaders of both the Liberal 
and Conservative parties had accepted reform of procedure and of questions 
in particular as inevitable and desirable. The result of this general 
feeling of the desirability of reform of procedure was the Balfour pro-
70-
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poaals of 1902.. "The way had been prepared by statements made hy lead­
ing men in both parties,, which disclosed their conviction of the ne­
cessity for reform."^ Prime Minister Balfour "reminded the House that
there was no instance in which the House had had reason to regret any
4of the frequent changes in rules that had been made since 1832#" The 
Government proposed to create two separate sittings on each of the first 
four sitting days of the week— 4Ionday through Thursday. The first sit­
ting was to be from two till eight, with the interruption of business 
at seven-fifteen. The second sitting was to begin at nine o’clock and 
end at one o’clock at the latest with the interrvçtion of business at 
midnight. The short sitting was to be moved from Wednesday to Friday 
thiB giving the opportunity for the "Week-end in the country." It pro­
posed in the second place a series of reforms intended to save time­
limit on postponements to one, shortening of normal procedure tm bills, 
and the changes in questions which will be discussed in the next para- 
graph. Third in the proposed reforms was the provision that the Deputy 
Chairman of Conmittees might act in the absence of the Chairman of Cont-
mittees (Deputy Speaker). The final reform proposed was the strengthen-
6ing of the penalties for breach of discipline. Also it was provided that 
the debate on the urgency motion for adjournment should take place at the 
second /evening sitting at nine o’clock, instead of coming on at the end 
of questions. However minor this may seem, we shall see later that this 
proved to be a far-reaching proposal, and the beginning of the end of this 
fom of procedure.
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The Government's proposals for the reform of question hour were 
drastic in nature. There were to be two question periods under the 
Government's proposals— one after the interruption of business at sev­
en-fifteen, and a second period after the interruption of business at 
midnight. Since the first sitting was to end automatically at eight 
o'clock, there were forty-five minutes allowed for questions at this 
time. Also it was proposed that time be allowed between midnight and 
one o'clock in the morning for questions not taken in the first forty- 
five minute period— except that, when the midnight rule was suspended, 
there would be no second question period and all questions not answered 
would receive written answer. The institution of the written-answer 
question was an important innovation. The Government proposal was that 
all questions not specially marked with an asterisk would receive written 
î;xswer— the answer to be circulated with the Votes. This type of answer 
was also to be given to questions not reached during the time allowed 
for questions. The limitation of the time allowed for questions and 
the change in the time in the order of business where questions would be 
answered were the most far-reaching of the Government's reform of ques­
tions, since both of these changes reduced the availability and importance 
of question and answer. As if this were not enough, the proposal was 
also made to practically eliminate the supplementary question— which was 
in fact the most interesting part of question hour.'
The drastic nature of the reform of questions proposed by the Govern­
ment attracted adverse criticism in the press and in Parliament. It was
g
"feared" that a great many questions would be postponed "till midnight."
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The "Press Cfellery" of the House of Commons met on Februaiy 3 to adopt
a resolution "expressing the opinion that if Questions were deferred till
9midnight, it would be impossible to have them adequately reported." The 
right to question and to move the adjournment of the House in the case 
of an unsatisfactory answer was supported by Dillon in the Commons debate. 
He said:
It is absurd to argue that because there has been an 
increase of Questions, therefore there has been obstruction, 
and an emergency has arisen which must be met with new Rules.
The increase of Questions is the natural result of the invasion 
and destruction of other rights which Members previously enjoy­
ed. No case has been made out for an alteration on the ground 
of abuse of the right to question Ministers. I would remiM 
the House that only a year ago when I moved the adjournment 
of the House in consequence of the refusal of the Under Secre­
tary of State for Foreign Affairs to answer a supplementary 
Question, the Government majority fell from 146 to 40, so strong 
was the feeling of the House that it was injurious to the func­
tions and dignity of this House to be denied the exercise of 
that right which distinguishes it, more than almost anything 
else, from foreign Assemblies.^®
Mr. Balfour revealed his disrespect for question hour and his reason 
for wanting question hour to come on in the evening rather than in the 
middle of the afternoon. "Some...say that Questions f o m  an interesting 
and critical part of our whole proceedings," he said, "and should only
-Tu­
be dealt with in a full House, and others...say that under our system 
Questions to be taken at seven-fifteeiÿ^ men of business will get a 
chance, and will not be obliged to come down at tte sitting of the 
H o u s e . B u t  he recognized the tenper of the House and the opposition 
of the press to his original proposals. The amended form of the reform 
of questions which came up for approval on April 28, 1902 returned ques­
tion hour to its regular place, just before the Orders of the Day and 
also contained no limitation of the supplementary question. But, in mak­
ing these concessions, the Government provided a still more restricted 
period for questions than had originally been planned— the forty minutes 
from two-fifteen o'clock until two-fifty-five.^^ The continued opposition 
to the limitations on question hour even after the Government had made 
these two concessions aroused Balfour's ire. He thought the Government 
had "some right to complain of the criticism" directed at the régulâticxi 
of questions. He was not yet willing to admit that his original plans 
had been objectionable, as he said:
It has always been recognized that Questions are 
capable of abuse, and have been abused now and then, and 
it has also been admitted that there was a great deal to 
be said for the original plan of the Government, which set 
the time for Questions between 7»15 and 8. But that hour
was objected to, and a further objection was offered to the
limitation of supplementary Questions. We have met the 
House on both of these points, and we have altered the time
for Questions so as to be indeed much less convenient to
— 7$ —
Ministers but more convenient to Members of the House, 
and we have done away with the limitation of supplementary 
Questions— a limitation which I am bound to say had a great 
justification. I had hoped that a concession so large as 
that might have reconciled hon. Members to cutting down 
the time for questions to a period which will allow sixty- 
five to be answered in addition to the Questions with ref­
erence to the business of the House....It would be an unfor­
tunate thing if we were to allow the solid four and a half 
hours, which is all we get in the afternoon sittings to be
intrenched upon by an overflow of irrelevant or unnecessary 
13Questions.
The Government had not stayed criticism by its concessions. There 
was "surprise" from T. P. O’Connor at the treatment of questions. As he 
said, "The great distinction, merit and superiority of the British Par­
liament over that of the United States was that, while here Ministers 
were responsible to the representatives of the people, in the United 
States there was an almost complete separation between the Executive 
and the representative Assembly." He thought questions the "symbol and 
sign" of constant control and supervision by the representatives of the 
people. The power to question, in his mind, went "to the very roots of 
their liberties, and yet" Balfour "thought that the House was entitled 
to make a change of that kind in the Constitution after a three minute 
speech." For these reasons he opposed any limits of "time or number... 
except in the common sense of the" House of Commons and the Rules of 
O r d e r . A  proposal to amend the reforms to remove the time limit on
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questions was made by Fuller. "He considered that the time.. .might well
be spared by the House of Commons." The answers to questions he thought
"of vital public importance to the country." He cited the space occupied
15in the press as proof of his point.
%%en the rules were adopted early on the morning of April 30,, 1902, 
the Daily News (London) contained a valuable comment from its Parliamentary 
column:
Mr. Balfour gave way the case for his rigid time limit 
by admitting that during the Session questions had not averaged 
more than fifty a day, and that this number could very well be 
answered betweem 2.15 and 2.55. "I9hy, then," asked the opposition, 
"insert all this ramrod machinery into procedure for so small a 
practical gain? l'îhy curtail a great Parliamentary right in the 
absence of serious abuse? Irish questiens are sometimes trivial—  
granted. But, then. Parliament is the only safety valve for Ire­
land's local troubles. Moreover, questions are the most popular 
part of the day's Parliament, and with what force do you cut down 
the feature which most interests the nation?"^^
In the editorial column the opinion was ventured that the forty 
minutes allowed for questions would limit questions to forty-five. The 
number of questions usually asked was said to be eighty— not counting 
supplementary questions. "The Government," it was said, "hopes to avoid 
a daily fusillade of some forty questions, affecting every Department of 
State." The editorial also pointed out, "At the same time, the right of 
moving the Adjournment of the House, which proved so precious in the
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Cartvrright case, is to be reduced to a shadow. " It was maintained that 
limiting the time for debate and interposing a period of five hours 
between the motion and the debate on it would cause the "weapon" to 
lose "its edge nd power" so that it "may almost as well be laid on the 
s h e l f . " T 7  These and other critical comments did not deter the govern­
ment . The rules adopted in 1902 remain substantially unchanged today. 
The time limit on questions is an unchallenged part of the procedure 
of the House, and the debate on the adjournment motion remains in the 
evening.^®'
Ihe extensive changes in the rules made extensive changes in the 
content and arrangement of the Standing Orders, Former Standing Order 
No. 20 now became the first paragraph of Standing Order No. 9 dealing 
with questions. The second paragraph set the time limit on questions.
The third, provided for starred questions for oral answer and a clear 
day's notice for all such questions. The last, provided for unstarred 
questions, and also for starred questions not reached during the time 
allowed, and specified that the answers be printed and circulated with 
the V o t e s . ^9 ihe provisions for the urgency motion provided in former 
Standing Order No. 17 now became No. 10 with the addition of the provi­
sion for postponing the debate until the evening sitting, althou--h the 
motion was to be made at the same time as formerly— at the commencement 
of public business.
The new rules on questions went into effect May 5, 1902. Forty- 
five of the forty-six questions on the Notice Paper were starred and only
.7P_
one was the new type of question for written answer. The answers to all 
questions, whether they were given orally in the House or were circulated 
with the Votes, were printed in Hansard. T h e  expense involved in print­
ing answers came up for discussion during the same session. Each answer 
was printed in the Votes on a separate sheet. Austen Chamberlain esti- 
mated the cost of printing at lyOO^for an average session.23 The fol- 
lowing December, Hayes Fisher stated that printing had cost 2300
n).
When the Stationery Office Vote was being discussed in 1904, Mr. 
Whitley suggested that the practice of printing only one question and 
answer on a sheet be discontinued. He thought, "It was an outrageous 
piece of extravagance that printing should be done in that fashion."
He pointed out that "half to three-quarters of the rapers circulated con­
sisted of Answers to unstarred Questions." Mr. Malcolm, and Hr. Gibson 
Bowles (one of the champion questioners of all time) supported Mr. Whit- 
ley's suggestion. The Secretary to the Treasury told him "that Members 
wished the unstarred Questions to be circulated in that form in order 
that they might send them to their constituents to show what important 
persons th^r were. "25 Whitley made it clear he did not object to
having ghe answers printed but that "what he complained of was uhe bulk 
of the Papers, which might be reduced by eighty percent. "26 The Govem- 
ment promised to consult the autiorities of the House to "see if some- 
thing cannot be done to meet the cle^ly expressed wishes of the Committee 
/5f Supply.. 27 A saving Of leoô to 1 9 0 ^ ,  estimated for am aver-ge
session.
One can date the present practice of the Koose of Commons as far as
and urgency adjournment motions are concerned from the reforms of 
1902. The time limit for oral ans.-ers, she innovation of the.rit-
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ten-answer question, and the postponement of debate on the adjournment
motion to evening have remained in the practice and rules of the House of
Commons. Lucy thou^t that the new written-answer question saved half
an hour of time "without damage or default accruing to the public service."
He said, "The once occasionally dramatic, frequently tumultuous, question-
hour has subsided into a matter-of-fact business function that rarely
occupies more than twenty minutes, and is not infrequently discharged
29in one-half that time." This opinion was not borne out by practice
as the number of starred questions expanded rapidly until by 1905 it
30
had reached the pre-1900 level and had passed that level in 1906,
Question hour has continued to be the most interesting and vital part 
of the activities of the House of Commons in spite of the stringent 
regulation of 1902, but the adjournment motion was dealt a fatal blow 
by postponement of debate on the motion until evening.
.8CPr
aiaitr Ninm , November 11, 1901, p. 3.
2Ibid.. p. 4.
^Josef Redlich, The Procedure of the House of Commons (1903), I,
193.
4Ibid. « see 101 Pari. Deb. 4s.. 1350. Of. supra, p. JÊÊ for 
Balfour's attitude toward question hour.
^A, Lawrence Lowell, The Government of England (1926), I, 302-303, 
note 1.
6Redlich, og. cit.. I, 194-197.
7Ibid.. Ill, 258. The Government proposed that, "Only one such 
supplementary question may be asked in respect of any question of which 
notice has been given, and that only by the member by whom the notice 
has been given."
3Standard (London), January 31, 1902, p. 7.
9Ibid.. February 4, 1902, p. 5.
10
102 Pari. Deb, ^s. 681-632 (February 7, 1902).
^Standard (London), February 8, 1902, p. 2.
—81—
12Questions had occupied substantially the same place in the order 
of business, i.e., before the commencement of public business, since 
1847. Balfour proposed to move them to the end of the first, afternoon, 
sitting. His proposal was for them to come between seven-fifteen and 
ei^t o'clock with the time between midnight and one o'clock available 
for overflow questions.
13 107 Pari. Deb. 6^.137-138 (April 28, 1902),
14Ibid.. 138-139.
^^Ibid.. 135-137.
16 % i lv , April 30, 1902, p. 7.
17Ibid.. p. 6.
18Lowell, og. cit.. I, 307, 336, explains the advantages of having 
it in the evening. He thought that there was "no longer the same danger 
that the discussion of a private bill or of a motion to adjourn, or an 
interminable series of questions, will unexpectedly cut a great piece 
out of the hours when the House is most crowded, and the leading men are 
waiting to debate a great public.measure." Likewise the danger to the 
Cabinet from the adjournment motion is reduced. The Government "escapes 
the risk of surprise," and has "five hours...to prepare its case, ascer­
tain the opinion of its followers, persuade the doubtful, and rally the 
faithful."
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19107 Pari. Deb, l̂ a, 101-102 (April 28, 1902); ibid.. 286-287, 331 
(April 29, 1902). Ibid.. 332, the sitting of April 29 ended at six 
o'clock on the morning of April 30.
20107 Pari. Deb. 331.
21Notices of Motions and Orders of the Day. 1902, March 14 to 
June 4, pp. 1569, 1579. All of the eleven notices of questions given 
Friday, May 2 were starred questions. The French Chamber of Deputies 
adopted the question for written answer in 1909.









28132 ibid. 815 (March 28, 1904), question by Mr. Canning and answer 
by Mr. Victor Cavendish.
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29 ,Henry W. Lucy, The Balfourian Parliament, 1900-1905 (1906),
pp. 172-173.
30 234 Cf. infra, p. ^  .
CHAPTER VII 
DEVELOPIENTS SINCE 1905
Under the Liberal Government which came into power at the end of 
1905 there was a reexamination of the new procedure set up in 1902 by 
the Conservative Government. A procedure committee was appointed in 
1906. Question hour was considered. The Speaker ̂ owthe^ thought 
that the problem of starred, oral-answer, questions which did not get 
answers in the House because of the operation of the time limit could 
be met by a slight extension of the length of the question period. He 
supported his views with evidence he had collected as to the number of
questions excluded from being put by the time limit.^ The Speaker
thought he might be able to separate purely local questions and desig­
nate written answer for them, but he was of the opinion that such a
2practice would give rise to "considerable dissatisfacticnj." He also 
expressed the opinion that Government members could relieve the situ­
ation by taking the responsibility of not reading long, involved answers.
3He thought the House would support them in such a move.
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The practice of the House of Conmons in the nineteenth century was 
to have questions asked in the order in which they reached the Notice 
Paper. During the last years of Gladstone's service as Prime Minister 
the practice grew up of grouping his questions at the foot of the list—  
thus departing from the strict order in which questions had been put on 
the paper. But it was the strict time limit of 1902 which made general 
grouping of questions inevitable, since the limited time made it necessary 
to make the most efficient use possible of the forty minutes available. 
Now, all Government members could expect the same convenience that had 
previously been reserved for the Prime Minister. The practice of group­
ing questions by the Minister to whom they were addressed was defended 
by the Speaker against the criticism that it often eliminated questions 
to a group of Ministers day after day. The complaint was made that this 
was unfair. The Speaker told the 1906 committee the practice was useful 
because of the time it saved. Instead of the Minister having to waste 
an hour or more of his time, as had been necessary before 1902, he "knows 
exactly when he's wanted, and it must be a great saving of time to him, 
because he has his mauvais quart d'heure, and then he can go to his room 
and transact his business.
Speaker Lowther indicated to the 1906 procedure committee that the 
practice of grouping questions had been suggested by Balfour in 1902.
The questions of what order the Ministers should follow he said had 
"grown qp gradually." First it was left to chance, and Ministers were 
permitted to appear first entirely on the basis of which Minister hap­
pened to be involved in the first question handed in— all his questions
being "pushed up to follow into that group." Complaints brought action 
from the Government placing certain groups of Ministers early and certain 
ones late.^ The Speaker expressed an unwillingness to undertake the task 
of fixing the order in which Ministers should appear.^ The rotation among 
Ministers of early and late appearances was begun in 1906.^ A different 
approach to the problem of a crowded question hour was a limitation of 
the number of questions allowed each member. Speaker Lowther was opposed 
to this, saying, "If I had the decision of it, I would not limit the right 
of asking Questions at all. I think it is a very valuable right."®
The procedure committee recommended an additional allotment of five 
minutes for questions. Since the meeting of the House was now recommended 
for two-forty-fivs instead of two o’clock, questions were to last until 
three-forty-five o'clock— beginning not later than three o'clock, or 
earlier if private business did not take the time alloted to it. Also the 
hour and a half allowed for dinner under the 1902 rules was eliminated, al­
though the distinction between business set down for the afternoon and the 
evening was maintained. This interriçition of business was set for eight- 
thirty. It was at this time that private business and motions under Stand­
ing Order No. 10 were to be taken. Thus, the several hours delay between 
the motion for adjournment and the debate on the motion which had been set 
up in the rules in 1902 was retained. The break for dinner was still pre­
served in fact by the proposal that no count out would be allowed between
eight-thirty and nine-thirty o'clock. Also, the adjournment at night was
9to come at eleven-thirty instead of one o'clock.
The debate on the revisions of the rules proposed by the procedure 
committee revealed a universal respect for question hour. The Prime Minis-
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ter ̂ ampbell-Bannermai^ said:
He considered that one of the most important functions 
of a Member of Parliament was to ask Questions on subjects 
of public interest, and every one desired that the fullest 
opportunity should be given for the discharge of that im­
portant duty... .Under his proposal, five minutes more would 
be allowed, with the addition of any time that was saved 
from that allotted to private business.^®
William Redmond thought a five minute increase was absurd. He was in
favor of at least fifty minutes or an hour for questions.^ Swift
MacNeill agreed with Redmond. "They were not in the House of Commons,"
he said, "primarily for the purpose of legislation, but in order to
control the Government, and the only opportunity of exercising that
12control was to be found in the power of interrogation." He also re­
minded the Prime Minister that he had signed the round-robin which had 
saved question hour in 1902. Sir Francis Powell spoke of the need for 
extending the time for questions because of the difficulty of bringing
up motions. He ventured the prophecy that questions would be of increased
13value for the future as the private mendier's opportunities were cut down.
The Government held the line on the five minute increase. That was 
all that the House of Commons voted. The interruption of business was 
set in tl» final action; at eight-fifteen instead of eight-thirty as pro­
posed by the committee. The debate on the urgency motion for adjournment 
under Standing Order No. 10 remained in the evening at the interruption of 
business at eight-fifteen o'clock. At least one member had suggested that
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the motion ought to be taken the first thing, immediately after question, 
hour.^ This suggestion was not seriously considered. The changes in 
1906 were not substantial as the rules remained in effect almost as they 
had been set up in 1902.
During the procedure debates in 1906 Swift MacNeill called attention 
to the abuse of the rule on anticipation.^^ He said, "If anyone would 
look at the Order Paper upon the last day of the session of the last Par­
liament he would see at least twelve Motions, every single one of which 
was put down to prevent the discussion of matters of public interest."
He accused the IVhips of using such blocking motions on every conceivable 
matter which might possibly be discussed under the urgency adjournment 
motion. He said there was even a motion about blocking motions to prevent
17the discussion of this problem of procedure on an adjournment motion.
Tro July, 1907 a committee on anticipatory motions made two recommendations 
to the House. It proposed that debate interrupted by a discussion, under 
Standing Order No. 10 ^urgency motion for adjournment should be permitted 
after the interruption of business at eleven o'clock, even though it were 
opposed business and would normally not be taken after that time. It re­
commended, in the second place, a new Standing Order esçowering the Speaker 
to take into consideration the probability of actual discussion before
ruling out of order a motion under Standing Order No. 10 on grounds that
18it anticipated a motion of which notice had been given. The recommenda- 
ticxis of the committee were not adopted by the House.
One member had thought of the possibility of a limit to the number of
-89-
questions that might be asked by any individual member of the H o u s e . ^9 
This query put to Speaker Lowther during the procedure hearings in 1906 
brought a prompt expression of opposition from him. The pressure from 
the strict limit on the time for answering questions was inexorable. 
Objection was raised on March 1, 1909 to ten questions and two supple­
mentary questions by the same member. The query was, "Whether there is 
not a Standing Order limiting the number of questions which any Member 
may place upon the Order Paper to eight." The Speaker answered:
There is no Standing Order limiting the number to 
eight, but I understand the practice is that the number 
should be limited to eight. In this case some of the ques­
tions were carried over from a former day— last Thursday— and that 
is why the usual number is e x c e e d e d . 20
May says this limit of eight questions dates from 1909. 1911 g
question was again raised about the order or rule limiting questions.
The Speaker said that it was "By the unwritten law. There is no Stand­
ing Order on the point. It has been the custom for a good many years,
I think, not to accept more than eight questions from one Member for 
each q u e s t i o n  d a y . " 2 2  Between 1 9 06, whe;; the Speaker opposed limiting 
members as to number of questions, and 1909 conditions had so changed 
that the Speaker began to enforce, with the support of the House, but 
without any motion or resolution, a daily limit of eight questions for 
oral a n s w e r . 23
There were procedure committees in 1913 and 1914. Considerable time 
was given to the consideration of questions, and adjournment motions under
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standing Order No. 10. However, its recommendations did not include 
any changes in question hour or the urgency adjournment motion. Lord 
Robert Cecil testified before the committee in 1913. He thought the 
rule against anticipation ou^it to be modified, and was in favor of 
"greater freedom for discussing any topic once a week, so to speak,"
His suggestion was that "before ruling out a motion for adjournment on 
the ground that it is anticipated the Speaker should consider whether
2hthere was any prospect of the anticipatory motion being discussed,"
A member of the House of Commons agreed with Lord Cecil that motions
for the adjournment had "been hampered by the rulings from the Chair,"
Because he thought the machinery for moving the adjournment of the House
had broken down, this member wanted greater facilities for moving the
25adjournment under Standing Order No. 10. The chairman of the proced­
ure committee proposed to change the rules as set up in 1902 and return
the debate on the urgency adjournment motion to its former place imme-
26diately following questions.
Action on the blocldng motion was taken May 5, 191ii, before the
07committee on procedure had reported. Prime Minister Asquith moved 
the adoption of a resolution giving the Speaker power to consider the 
probability of a discussion of any matter within a reasonable time be­
fore disallowing a discussion of it as anticipating a motion of idiich
28notice had been given. This was made Standing Order No, 10 A. This
rule had been proposed in 1907 by the special committee of vAiich Asquith 
29was chairman. In the preceding paragraph it was noted that Lord Cecil 
proposed such a rule to the procedure committee in 1913, There was 
some debate on Asquith's motion, but it was adopted without amendment 
and made a Standing Order.
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When the practice of writtên-answer questions was instituted in 
1902 answer with the Votes was provided by the rules, September 28,
1915 it was voted to publish the answers only in the Parliamentary 
Debates /Hansard?. It was generally agreed that to publish written 
answers in both places was a waste of money, since answers were avail­
able in the daily edition of the Debates. The change was accomplished
31by amending paragraph five of Standing Order No. 9. In 1915 another 
tenqporary change was made in questions. The adoption of three sittings 
a week instead of five was dictated by wartime conditions. In adjusting 
to this change, it was provided that notice of questions for Tuesday 
could be sent to the clerks at the Table before five Friday, and notices 
for Wednesday, before five Monday. This rule took the form of a sessional 
order.
Under the pressure of the wartime use of questions the limit of 
eight questions a member for each question day proved inadequate. Com?- 
mander BeUairs, on February 24, 1919, suggested that the limit be re­
duced frcm eight to four. The Speaker accepted the suggestion with the 
understanding that the rule would be relaxed if questions were completed 
before three-forty-five. This modification of the unwritten rules of 
the House was followed by another modification on February 19, 1920, at 
which tims the limit was set at three. On this occasion Commander Bel- 
lairs suggested the limit be dropped to two. One member ̂ i r  B. Falle? 
suggested a weekly limit of ten in place of the daily limit. The Speaker 
opposed the weekly limit as too complicated. There were cries of "Two 
a day," and "No." The Speaker suggested compromise at three questions
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3Ua day. "The House indicated agreement." The next day. Captain Red­
mond objected to the curtailment of members' ri^ts. The Speaker, sup­
ported by another member /Cevliÿ^, said, "There is no doubt, whatever,
35what the views of the House were." This limitation seemed necessary
to the officers of the House. It was desired to get more nearly throu^
questions asked at question hour. Hence the activities of a few members,
bent on self-advertisement, were restricted in the interests of the House,
This unwritten rule restricting each member to three oral questions for a
36question day has been enforced since 1920.
The time for the debate under Standing Order No. 10 was fixed at 
eight-fifteen by the rules adopted in 1906. This time for the interrup­
tion of business remained in effect until 1927. When the hour for the 
interruption of business was changed to seven-thirty, this naturally
brou^t the debate on urgency adjournment motions to seven-thirty instead
37of the previous hour of ei^t-fifteen.
An exhaustive study of procedure was made by the 1931 procedure 
committee, but the committee made no recommendations to the House. Wit­
nesses before the committee had a number of ideas about questions and 
urgency adjournment motions. Sir Horace Dawkins, Clerk of the House of 
Commons, favored a limit of two questions in place of the daily limit 
of three questions a member then in force. As a substitute, he suggested 
giving the Speaker power to transfer a question from the starred to the 
unstarred list— thus removing it from question hour. He recommended that 
the procedure committee or a sub-committee examine the rules for the
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admissibility of questions, as enforced by the Speaker and clerks, to 
determine the reasons which led to the original ruling, and to decide 
if these reasons still e x i s t e d , P r i m e  Minister lîacDonald proposed 
to the committee that supplementary questions be put only by the ori­
ginal questioner,Thomas Kennedy /Chief Government W h i ^  suggested 
to the committee the elimination of private members’ bills and motions—  
thus leaving the adjournment motion as the only means of raising a mat­
ter without the support of the Government.^ Also, he wanted only one 
question a day from each member and supported MacDonald's desire to re- 
strict supplementary questions to the original questioner, A similar 
limitation of questions at two a day with no supplementaries except by 
the original questioner was suggested by Sir Archibald Sinclair. Lord 
Eustace Percy and Earl Winterton wanted a form of brief debate on a 
series of topics to replace question hour. This would have given a pro­
cedure like the conversations of the late eighteenth century, and more 
like the French interpellation. Winterton thou^t the adjournment motion 
might serve the purpose by making the rules for adjournment at night more
lenient. Both men thought supplementary questions were inadequate sub-
44stitutes for the kind of brief debates they had recommended. Speaker 
FitzRoy, Stanley Baldwin, and David Lloyd George thought there was no
45need for change in the rules on questions and urgency adjournment motions.
A procedure ccramittee was set up in 1932 to complete the investiga­
tions of the 1931 coiamittee. A recommendation of this committee was that 
a third kind of question be created. This type of question was to be 
marked by a dagger, which was to indicate "the Question not of general
—
interest with regard to which & particular Member desires rapid informa­
tion." There was to be an obligation on the Minister "to reply to such 
Questions as expeditiously as though they were s t a r r e d , T h e  complaints 
about the time taken in processing answers to unstarred questions prompted 
this suggestion. The Speaker thought the suggestion would be "confusing 
to the House." Therefore, the Government did not adopt the suggestion.
It was stated semi-officially that it was the practice of Ministers to 
reply as "expeditiously as possible to questions for which a written
answer is required," and it was pointed out that often detailed informa-
Il7tion could be supplied only after a "slight delay." The 1932 committee 
also proposed that when there was opportunity for a member to raise a 
matter on the adjournment at night— adjournment is automatic at eleven- 
thirty under the rule— he would be guaranteed a full half-hour for his 
statement and the Government's reply.^ "The Government" did "not con­
sider that the proposal to allow a full half-hour's discussion whenever 
a member has the opportunity bf raising a question on the adjournment 
previous to half-past 11 o'clock is practicable."^^ ^ince the proposals 
of the committee did not get the support of the Government the only fruit 
of their labors was a technical revision of the Standing Orders with a 
view to bringing them in accord with the practice of the H o u s e . T h e r e  
was disappointment in saie quarters that a more "thoroughgoing reform 
of procedure" had not been carried out.^^ Cteie of the most interesting 
observations of the 1932 conmittee was its reference to the cleavage 
among the ranks of those proposing reforms in House of Gemmons procedure. 
One group proposed reforms with the idea in mind of Parliament as a 
great national forum "where great issues were debated," and the other,
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with the idea of Parliament as a "legislative machine" whose duty it
52was to exercise control over expenditure and departmental action.
Flowing from the suggestions of the 1932 procedure committee was 
the revision of the Standing Orders in 1933. The only purpose of the 
revision was to bring them up to date in wording and arrangement.
Stanley Baldwin claimed for the revision the accomplishment of con­
densing 104 Standing Orders into the 93 Standing Orders which comprised 
the 1933 r u l e s . T h e r e  were no substantive changes in the rules, but 
naturally the numbering was altered by the revision and condensation. 
Standing Order No. 7 formerly No. 27 amended in the first para­
graph by replacing "the Speaker" in the fourth line with the words 
"Mr. Speaker." The fifth paragraph, eighth line of this Order was 
amended by the insertion after the word "has" of the phrase, "before 
questions are disposed of." This addition made it clear that request 
for the postponement of a question must be made during question hour, 
otherwise the answer would be published with written-answer questions 
in Hansard. T h e  change in number from No. 9 to No. 7 resulted from 
the combination of Nos. 2 and 3 and the elimination of No. 5. This meant 
that No. 10 now became No, 8 /urgency motion for adjournment, and No.
10 A became No. 9 /anticipatoiy motion^*
There were a few changes in the Standing Orders in November, 1934, 
but norm in Nos. 7, 8, or 9. The power of the Chairman of a standing 
committee to select amendments for discussion was provided, the scope 
of discussicxis on the Estimates was widened, and the method of choosing
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the chairmen of Commitcees was changed. Winston Churchill objected to 
the increase in the power of the Chairmaji of the standing committees 
as still further whittling down the rights of private members, but the 
House adopted the ch..nge by a vote of 1?8 to It should be added
that the Churchill Coalition Government suggested some changes in the 
organi-nation and functions of standing committees. These suggestions 
were referred, in the new Parliament elected in July, 19U5, to a com­
mittee of the House of Commons.57 Also, one should not overlook the 
recent addition of another method of control in the hands of Parliament—  
an all party standing committee, "with instructions to ex.amine all" 
delegated legislation "and to report to the House thereon."58
Because of the importance of question hour, it has been 
given thorough consideration by recent procedure committees. However, 
the only important changes in either questions or discussions on the 
motion to adjourn have not come as the result of committee recommendations 
or formal changes in the rules. The grouping of questions to save the 
time of members of the Government has been a usage which has gradually 
evolved without any formal rule being adopted. The strict time limit 
adopted in 1902 and in force ever since has been the real cause for this 
development. The limitation of the number of questions for oral answer 
to oe asked by any member at one sitting has likewise come about by 
general acquiescence of the House in support of the Speaker. Many of the 
recent changes in the rules of the House of Commons have been changes 
in form rather than in substance. Question hour remains suostantially 
unchanged from its form in 1902 after the Balfour reforms. The discussions 
on the adjournment motions are suostantially the same as they were after
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the 1902 reforms. The device has been allowed to disappear not by 
formal action of the House of Commons but by disuse partly brought 
on by the attitude of the Speaker in disallowing discussions as not 
being urgent nor of public importance.
'9^
^Parliamentary Papers,- 1906, VIII (No. 89), Minutes of Evidence, 





^Ibid., question 32. Mr. Blake had favored letting Ministers make 
suggestions, but leaving the final determination to the Speaker.
'̂ Ibid., question 33. Sir James Woodhouse suggested an automatic 
prearranged schedule to enable the House to know what Minister was to 
be first each question day. The Speaker indicated that this suggestion 
had already been made by the Prime Minister and put into effect.
^Ibid.. question 18. The limitation of questions allowed to each 
member was suggested by Mr. McCrae.
9Ibid.. Report, p. v.
^^155 Pari# Deb. 220—221 (April 2, 1906)*
^Ibid.. 222.
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^Ibid.. 395-396 (April 3, 1906). MacNeill continued:
It was most important for both Parties that this power 
should remain uncurtailed....The right hon. Gentleman had 
given a certain five minutes and a possible twenty minutes. 
Could he not give them the clear hour? He thought the right 
hon. Gentleman would gain in the end. Very often legislation 
resulted from suggestions made by private Members at Questlore 
time, and as to questions of administration it was now their 
only opportunity of criticism. He said these things for the 
benefit of the Opposition, because his own position was one 
of benevolent neutrality...and as the power to move the ad­
journment had been done away with for all practical purposes, 
it was absolutely essential in order to maintain the rights 
of minorities that the power of interrogating Ministers should 
be maintained and even strengthened....It was curious how the 
opinions of right hon. Gentlemen changed when they crossed 
the floor of the House, and it was remarkable to remember 
that the Prims Minister was one of those by whose exertions, 
through the signing of a Round Robin, Questions were not 
destroyed altogether.
^^Ibid.. 398.
^152 Pari. Deb, {̂ s, 1179 (February 28, 1906).
^^155 ibid. 392-393, 403-404; 161 Gommais Journals 114-115 
(April 3, 1906).
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See W. I, Jennings, Parliament (1940), pp. 108-109. The old 
rule of the House of Commons that no discussion could anticipate a 
matter of which notice had been given made it possible for a member 
to prevent discussion of any matter by submitting a notice of motion 
on the subject. If such motions were submitted for the purpose of 
preventing discussion, they were called blocking motions.
17152 Pari. Deb. Ẑ a. 1178-1179 (February 28, 1906).
18Parliamentary Papers. 1907, VII (No. 264), Report.
19«, 85-^6Of. supra pp. .
201 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 1107-1108, Fenwick objected to ten ques- 
ticxis put by Claude Hay. He said, "I wish to have a ruling in order to 
protect hon. Members who have questions on the Paper which may not be 
ultimately reached."
21Sir Thomas Erskine May, Law and Usage of Parliament (1924), 
p. 239, note 3.
2222 Pari. Deb. 5s.« Commons 1394 (March 9), question raised by 
William Redmond, who asked, "Under what particular order or rule is the 
number of questions limited?"
23Jennings, op.. cit.« p. 92 says the restriction is by resolution, 
but the author has not been able to find any formal action by the House.
-•lôi-
^Parliamentary Papers. 1914, VII (No. 378), Minutes of Evidence. 
questions 907-909.
25Ibid.« questions 119-120.
26Ibid.. Report. p. ix.
27See Jennings, pp.. cit.. pp.. 108-109, for explanation of blocking 
motions,
28House of Ccramons, Manual of Procedure in the Public Business (1924), 
p. 271 (10 A); Standing Orders of the House of Commons (1938), p. 11 
(9). It became Standing Order 9 with the revision of the rules in 1933.
29 88Cf. supra, p. jy .
3062 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 149-159.
^^70 Commons Journals 246-247; 74 Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons 804-805.
^^170 Commons Journals 96-97 (April 20, 1915); readopted 171 ibid.
11 (Februaiy 22, 1916), 172 ibid. 11 (February 12, 1917), 173 ibid. 6 (Feb­
ruary 13, 1918), 174 ibid. 24 (February 12, 1919, to expire March 31, 1919). 
The text of the sessional order follows with parts added to original on 
February 22, 1916 in italics:
Whenever the House adjourns from Thursday to ti» fol­
lowing Monday or Tuesday, Members desiring to give Notice
-1 0 2 -
of Questions for oral answer on a Monday. Tuesday, or Wed­
nesday may send Notices of such Questions to the Clerks at 
the Table, and ary Notices of Questions so received by them 
before five of the clock on a Friday or a Monday shall be 
accepted as Notices of Questions for oral answer on the fol­
lowing Monday and Tuesday, or Wednesday respectively, and 
be printed and circulated with the Votes. Question hour 
was extended by fifteen minutes to four o'clock on October 25, 
1916, out this applied only for the remainder of the session 
and has not been tried again. See May, pp.. cit.. p. 243J 
171 Commons Journals 218.
^^112 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 1382-1383, Commander Bellairs stated 
his case thus:
May I call your attention to the state of the Order 
Paper? A large number of the questions have not been 
reached. Four Members are responsible for thirty-three 
starred questions, and each one of the four Members asked 
a number of supplementary questions. On several days there 
have been over 200 questions, and I wish respectfully to ask, 
may we have a further limit inposed, so that the number of 




125 ibid. IO5O-IO5I, No formal resolution was adopted. See, 
however, contra. Jennings, pp. cit., p. 92.
35I25 Pari. Deb, ^s., Commons 1225—1229 (February 20, 1920).
36^
See contra. Jennings, pp. cit.. p. 92.
37182 Commons Journals 390-391; 212 Pari. Deb. G«nmnn« 525 
(December 21, 1927).
38
Parliamentary Papers. 1930-31, VIII (No. 161) Report, p. iii, 
reports the cost of publication as 500
39
Ibid.« Minutes pf Evidence. p. 443 (appendix No. 6).
40Ibid., p. 18 (questions 159, 162).
41Ibid.. p. 76 (questions 606, 820-824).
Ibid.. pp. 64-65 (question 605).
^^Ibid.. p. 115 (questions 1250-1251).
44
Ibid., pp. 189-190, 333-346, (questions 2022-2029, 3400, 3532). 
Under the rules it is possible, if time is available, to raise a matter 
on the motion to adjourn. This motion can be made after the interruption 
business at eleven o'clock, but it does not permit ary discussion 
after eleven—thirty, since at that time the House adjourns automatically
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without question put. If proceedings which can be taken up after the 
interruption of business take \xp most of the half hour before final ad­
journment,, the time for a member to raise a matter on the adjournment 
and for the Government to answer is cut short. If the member makes a 
long speech, there is no time for a Government reply•
^^Ibid.. pp. 37, 422, 92 (questions 305, 4307^310, and 1011-1012),
^^Parliamentary Papers. 1931-32, V (No* 129), Report, p. xv.
Times (London), July 24, 1934, p. 16.
48
Parlisunentary Papers « 1931-32, V (No. 129), Report, p. xvii.
This proposal was intended to assure that when the motion for adjourn­
ment was made, after eleven o'clock, for the purpose of a brief debate 
there would be ample time for a full development by the member making 
the motion and for the Government's answer. This would have required 
a flexible adjournment time, precisely thirty minutes after the motion 
to adjourn was made— i.e., some time between eleven-thirty and midnight.
^^Times (London), July 24, 1934, p* 16.
^Farliamentary Papers, 1931-32, V (No. 129), Report, p. xvi.
^^imes (London), July 28, 1934, p. 13; July 31, 1934, p. 10.
52Parliamentary Papers. 1931-32, V (No. 129), Report, pp. vii-vili,
-105-
53281 Pari. Deb 5s., Commons 870.
54ibid., 863-864 (November lij., 1933).
55ibid. Compare House of Commons, Manual of Procedure (1924),
pp. 268-271 with Standing Orders of House of Commons (1938), pp. 9-11. 
Cf. infra, pp. 250-252^
56Times (London), Novemoer 16, 193p, pp. 7-8.
57See Sir Henry lunbury, "Proposed Changes in British Parliamentary 
Procedure," 40 Am eric-an P -litical Science Be view 742 (August , 1946).
5^Ibid., pp. 747—76.8.
CHAPTER VIII 
"EXTERNAL" RULES AND CUSTOMS
The rules and customs by urtiich questions and adjournment motions 
in the House of Commons are governed have been classified by Sir 
Horace Dawkins (former Clerk of the House of Commons) as "internal" 
and "external." The former concern i/riiat is permissible in questions 
and adjournment motions; the latter set their place in the timetable, 
differentiate types of questions, and provide the procedures of asking 
questions and moving the adjournment of the House. Both types are 
founded on Standing Orders, but there are innumerable matters with 
•sdiich the formal rules do not deal. The basic males for questions 
and the English interpellation (urgency motion for adjournment) are 
found in Standing Orders Nos. 7-9 and 21-25. It must be remembered 
that thei-e is no possibility of political consequences in England on 
the adjournment motion comparable to those flowing from the ordre du 
jour voted at the close of the interpellation in France,^
Stsuiding Order No. 7 provides that questions shall be asked and 
answered the first four sitting days each week. Oral answers are in­
frequently given on Friday, but the Minister has no "obligation" to
hanswer such questions. The notice of questions must be given to the
—106—
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clerks at the Table or sent to them with a signature or covering letter,^ 
Questions marked with an asterisk are intended for oral answer. Those 
not marked in this fashion receive written answer. It is customary for 
the member to receive the typed copy of the answer to his unstarred ques­
tions, Also, these answers are printed in Hansard along with the answers 
to starred questions which are not answered at question hour. Questions 
may be excluded from answer at question hour by the absence of the mem­
ber, the absence of the Minister, and by the time limit. There is a 
provision for answering questions of absent members by proxy, but this 
procedure does not come into play until all the questions of members 
present have been asked and answered.^ The answering of questions for 
members absent when their questions were called is referred to as the
second round. The Ministers are not obligated to be present for the 
nsecond round. The second round is omitted before a recess, before 
an adjournment for Vi/hitsuntide, and at question hour when the House
g
meets at eleven o'clock in the morning. The right to ask questions by
proxy can be exercised only by a member having a specific authorization
9to ask a specific question on a specific day.
It is not usual to permit answers to questions if the member is not 
there to ask the question. Viscount Curzon, in 1924, called the atten­
tion of the Speaker to serious charges contained in a question about the 
use of the police in a labor disturbance in a sugar factory at Silverton. 
The Speaker recognized that it was not desirable for a member "to put down 
a serious question of this kind, and not be there to ask it." However,
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at first, he saw no way to have it answered. Curzon asked for an
exception to permit an answer. Major Colfax asked to have the ansT/er
given. Later on in the sitting he decided to allow the question to
be put and answered in spite of the menher's a b s e n c e .
Question hour ends at the regular sitting at three-forty-five.
After that time only questions not ~nrwered because of the absence of 
a Minister may be answered. It is the usual procedure to ask private- 
notice questions after the questions on the Paper have been completed. 
These include urgent questions, those of public importance, and those 
concerning the business of the House. The last t%/pc is put by the 
Leader of the O'- os it ion, a.nd nw-ercd by the Leader of the House 
of Commons.II priv tc-notice questions not of an urgent character 
may he put only during the regular question hour. Answers to 
questions on the notice Paper take precedence over private-notice 
nue3ti''n3.I2 Sometimes e coeptions arc made by nost-'oning the ans—er 
to a regular question until after question hour, or by asking a 
private-notice cuestion dur in ; the ans-'ering of ouastions on the 
P a p e r . T3 Another exception is that private-notice questions by the 
Leader of the Opposition may take priority over regular starred 
questions by backbenchers.I^ %t is possible ■'■ith the approval of the 
Speaker and the general support of the House of Commons that an 
original ou stion may be put without any kind of notice, published 
or private, but this is unusual.I5 The Speaker in 1936 ruled out a 
ouestion by "inston Churchill to the Prime Minister (Stanley Baldwin) 
because the Leader of the Government knew nothing of it and because he felt 
the members of the House were op'oscd to hrm'ing th- stion "ut.I^ Some 
feeling about the matter must h"ve developed, an/.̂ also there was
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evidence of uncertainty about the requirements for a question put by 
private notice. The Speaker, four days later, promulgated some 
explicit rules governing questions put by private notice. These 
provided:
Members who desire to put Private potice Questions must 
give sufficient notice, both to the Minister to whom the Ques­
tion is to be addressed and to oyseif^ of the Question which 
they wish to ask. he fore giving 7:y consent there are the fol- 
loTfing points -fiich I have to consider:
First, whether the Question is sufficiently urgent to 
justify it being put by Private notice as opposed to it 
being handed in at the Table to be put on the paper in the 
ordinary way. The question f urgency does not apply if the 
Questions on the Paper do not take up the full hour allotted 
to Questions.
secondly, -hether the Question complies with the rules 
which govern Questions which are put upon the Paper.
Thirdly, that there are not already on the Paper Ques­
tions dealing with the same subjects.
No question arises as to whether the Question meets -with 
the approval of the mjority of the House. Whether the Ques­
tion is allowed is entirely a matter for the Speaker to decide.
There are occasions when some unusual incident arises in 
the House, and it is obvious to the Speaker that the general 
feeling of the House is that in that particular instance the 
usual procedure should be waived. Unless some Standing Order 
vrould be violated, the Speaker is reluctant to stand in the
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way of the general wish of the House* &y reference to the 
feeling of the House on Thursday last may have given rise to 
this misunderstanding to which the hon. Member refers.
This has nothing to do with putting of Private Notice Questiora.^®
We have seen that the House of Commons has an unwritten law limit­
ing each member to three starred questions per question day.^^ An an­
swer to a fourth question may not be given even if the member forgoes
20asking the first three questions in his name. Answers to questions
past the limit, however, do receive written answer just as do answers
21to questions excluded by the time limit. These answers appear in
Hansard along with unstarred questions and answers. On one occasion
the Speaker permitted an answer to a question to be printed in Hansard
even though the Minister had privately provided the answer to the member
who had asked it. This action, however, was a reversal of the snap
judgment of the Speaker not to permit its publication, and it came only
after a protest at a denial of publicity for an answer to a question
22which had appeared on the Paper,~
The supplementaiy question is a characteristic feature of English 
question hour. These questions are asked to clarify, expand, or re­
fute an answer to an original question. The refutation must be ingeni­
ous as debate is not permitted. It is this part of question hour which 
tries the patience and ability of Ministers, and of civil servants.
This is the vent for the parliamentary skill of private members. The
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supplementary question is a long honored custom of the House of Commons—  
one which did not fall before the reforming spirit of the Balfour rules 
in 1902, or the utilitarian reforms of 1882, Stanley Baldwin felt that 
the member who asked the question had priority in supplementaries. As
he said, "He has the right to wring the last drop out of the orange before
23ar^yone else comes in." However, the rulings of the Speaker and Deputy 
Speaker do not support this view, and control of supplementaries lies 
with the Speaker,
When supplementary questions get out of hand, question hour re­
sembles an infonnal debate, but the rule enforced by the Speaker is that
25debate is prohibited. There is no written rule limiting siç>plementary 
questions, although all the rules which apply to the admissibility of 
original questions also apply to supplementaries. The Speaker is the 
judge of the propriety of supplementaries just as he is of the original 
questions. The Minister, as well, has considerable control over supple­
mentary questions, since he may refuse to answer without notice, MacDonald 
and Kennedy (Prime Minister and Chief Whip of the Labour Government) pro­
posed to the Procedure Committee in 1931 that the right to put scçple-
nœntaiy questions should be limited to the member putting the original
26question on the Paper. Other witnesses demurred, Stanley Baldwin
preferred to leave the House "during that hour to enjoy the perfect free-
dcm it enjoys now, either to put supplementary questions or not, as they
think fit,"^^ Sir Horace Dawkins (formerly Clerk of the House of Commons)
favored the prevailing system of no rigid restriction on svçplementaries
28with control entirely in the hands of the Speaker, Speaker Whitley, 
in 1927, favored no restrictions other than the restraint of the member, 
the refusal of answer by the Minister, arei, in case of abuse, the inter-
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vention of the Speaker.Supplementaries on any particular question 
come to an end if a member gives notice of his intention to raise the 
matter on a future occasion— i.e., in Committee of Supply, on the ad­
journment at night or before a recess, or on the urgency adjournment
30motion (Standing Order No. 8),
The LOjiister is obligated to answer a question, if it lies within 
his responsibility to Parliament— and sometimes even if it does not.
7Jhen he makes the plea that an answer would not be in the public interest,
31the House cannot go beyond his plea. He does not have a like obligation 
to answer supplementary questions.^^ However, the formula of protecting 
the public interest would not be permitted by the House as a device for 
^^^Tding answers which might be personally or politically embarrassing 
to the Minister, It is ccmmon practice for a member to withdraw a ques­
tion which he has put down if he has been convinced that it would be un­
desirable for the question to be put. He may submit a draft question to 
a department, and not even give notice of the question if he discovers 
it would be contraiy to the public interest to do so. Such was the ex­
pectation of Duncan Sandys when he submitted a draft question to the War 
Secretary about the air defenses of London in 1938, He stated that he 
did not expect to put the draft question which he had submitted to the 
War Office,
Questions are addressed to Ministers, Mo public notice is given 
of questions to the Speaker since these concern the procedure and rules
of the House of Commons and do not involve Government policy or admin-
3A-istration. Private notice of such questions is given to the Speaker,
Since they involve points of order, they are not strictly questions
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within the meaning of the Standing venders. Questions may be addressed
to unofficial members only if they "relate to a bill, motion, or other
matter connected with the business of the house" in which such private
35member is concerned. Before the middle of the nineteenth century
36questions were in fact addressed to private members. The practice
has become stricter since then. Questions to Royal Commissions, and
trustees of the British Museum about their official duties are no
37longer permitted. Formerly questions were addressed to members of
the Metropolitan Board of Works, but today they are not permitted to
38members of the London County Council, Gladstone, when he was Leader 
of the Opposition, replied to a question about his intentions should 
he become Prime Minister, Although he expressed doubt about the pro­
priety of such questions to private members, he did state his intentions
39with regard to the disestablishment of the Church of Ireland, Ques­
tions to private mentoers are disallcnved now— even when the private member
40happens to be Leader of the Opposition or an ex-Iviinister,
% e n  the new rules came into effect in 1902 with the provision for 
a strict time limit on questions, the practice of grouping a Minister's 
answers was inaugurated at the suggestion of Balfour, In 1906 the hap­
hazard order of appearance of Ministers which resulted from taking Min­
isters in the order in which their first question appeared on. the Notice
Paper was modified by substituting a schedule which rotated the honor
41of appearing first and the convenience of being last. The present
more complicated system of precedence and rotation is available to mem-
bers in the "No" lobbv at either end of the Chamber, There are
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changes in the system of precedence and rotation as the occasion nay 
require. In the late twenties the pressure became so great that a 
special "rota" aras added to the current precedence list for Tuesday.
Four departments were rotated in first place on Tuesday.^3 Soon a 
fifth department was added to the Tuesday "rota" thus making first 
place available to each of five departments once in five w e e k s . T h e  
increased pressure on question hour in the late thirties brought the 
suggestion that the "rota" principle be applied to Thursdays as well 
as Tuesdays. The Frime tanis ter indicated that conversations were 
taking place about both ’"ednesday and Thursday "through the usual 
channels." Ta a result of these negoti'tiens -ras the adoption of the 
"rota" principle for Wednesday and T h u r s d a y . 56 pjhen a member coarlained 
about the comr;ls::ity of the new arrangements, Fri:>e minister Chamberlain 
reminded the House that the changes had been made Tor the convenience of 
men’ijers. Also ho said ho }io.d read the nsT" order of questions and he 
could understand it.57 phe tension preceding horld 'iar II brought fur­
ther complaints that certain departments were not r e a c h e d . 58 Later the 
same year the prime minister (Chamberlain) indicated that changes to 
take care of the unusual conditions resulting from the war (including 
the problem of what to do with questions to departments vriiich came 
early on Mondays, in the absence of Monday sittings) were being arranged 
through the usual c h a n n e l s . T h e  new order was promised for circulation 
on October 31, 1939.^^ At the same time he made this announcement, the 
Prime Minister asked members to put down unstarred questions for defi­
nite days to expedite answers from departments, and he promised to pro­
vide the answers on the day they were put down for if at all possible.
—11̂ —
Members direct their questions to the Minister from whom they wish 
an answer. The Prime Minister is the target of many questions because 
of the prestige of having the head of the Government answer one's ques­
tions. It is not necessary, however, that the answer be given by the 
Minister to whom it was directed. The clerks under the authority of 
the Speaker regularly transfer questions from one Minister, who is not 
responsible, to another Minister, who is. This is accomplished by 
notifying the Speaker, and if there is time, he will notify the member
concerned.
The motion to adjourn was a convenience to private members in the 
House of Commons since under it almost any subject could be discussed 
without violating the precedents of the House. It was in order to 
move it or its companion motion— to adjourn debate— on almost any 
occasion. It had developed into a convenient means of extending a ques­
tion and answer into a debate, since a member could set himself right, 
if his remarks extended beyond the limits of question hour, by moving 
the adjournment of the House. By the rules of the House as enforced
since 1882 the adjournment motion is available as a means of opening
52
a general discussion only under rigid restrictions. It still is 
possible to have a general discussion on a motion for an adjournment 
before a recess, likewise a brief general discussion can take place on 
the motion to adjourn between eleven and eleven-thirty. The use of the 
motion before public business has commenced, which was formerly permitted, 
is now not possible. The procedure for starting a general debate by the 
urgency motion procedure is a pale imitation of the motion for adjourn­
ment arising out of question hour known before the rules of 1882 and
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1902. Kbw the member must submit the matter he wishes discussed under 
the urgency motion to the Speaker in writing. The Speaker may refuse 
to permit the motion if he thinks it does not come within the Standing
53Orders— particularly if it is not a "matter of urgent public importance."
If the Speaker approves, the member rises at the commencement of public
business and asks permission to move the adjournment of the House "for
the purpose of discussing a definite matter of urgent public importance."
The Speaker inquires if the member has the leave of the House. If the
House does not grant unanimous leave, the Speaker calls on the supporters
of the motion to rise. If there are forty supporters the leave is granted
and the motion may be made at seven-thirty o'clock. Leave may also be
granted by majority on division if less than forty but more than ten
54support the motion. Under the rule of interruption of business the 
debate started at seven-thirty o'clock ends automatically without ques­
tion put at eleven. As we shall see later, the motion is today rarely 
put and it is even more rare to have a division on the motion to adjourn. 
Private business set down for seven-thirty is postponed until after the 
urgency adjournment motion is disposed of. This custom became a part of 
the Standing Orders in 1933.^^ Debate under the urgency motion for ad-
57journment is governed by the ordinary rules of debate strictly applied.
The discussion must be strictly relevant to the subject on which leave 
to move the adjournment was granted. Nothing may be introduced in the 
debate which would be out of order if submitted as a part of the terms 
upon which the leave was granted.
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^Parliamentary Papers. 1930-31, VIII (No. 161), Minutes of Evidence, 
pp. 443-444 (appendix No. 6).
"of. iafpa.
3In the French Chamber of Deputies under the Third Republic there 
was no question hour. The Deputy who put an oral-answer question 
(question orale) was allowed fifteen minutes. The Minister replied.
Five minutes rebuttal was permitted. There were no supplementaries 
and ho one else could speak. Only four of these were allowed in a 
week. (They remind one of the discussion at night on the adjournment 
in the House of Commons.) Written-answer questions (questions écrites) 
were in constant use after they were introduced in 1909. Notice of ques­
tions and of interpellations was given to the President of the Chamber, 
who notified the Government or the Minister concerned. Answers to 
questions were required in three weeks (twenty days) unless the Minister 
entered the plea that it was not in the public interest to answer. A 
brief debate was possible on the question of setting the date for the 
debate on an interpellation. The debate on the interpellation itself 
was closed by a resolution called an ordre du jour, which often reflected 
on the policy of a Minister or of the Government.
In the pre-Nazi Reichstag there was no question, hour and oral 
answers to questions only in the rare event that the Government put 
a written-answer question on the agenda. In France both questions 
and interpellations could be put by individual Deputies, but in Germany
-ue-
questions (kleine Artfragen) required the support of fifteen mejitoers, 
and interpellations, of thirty members. Similar support was necessary 
to propose that an interpellation be postponed or referred to a committee, 
or to propose to close the debate on an interpellation with a resolution 
expressing the opinion of the Reichstag on the subject of the interpellation.
h
225 Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons 2332, There were eighty-six questions 
asked on Friday in the 1929-30 session of the House of Commons, but most 
of them were asked on a Friday immediately preceding an adjournment for 
a brief vacation. Most of those not falling on this special Friday were 
concerned with the business of the House.
249 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 36 (March 2, 1931), the Speaker said:
It has been brought to jqy notice that cases have occurred 
in which notices of Questions have been sent by hand or trans­
mitted through the post to the Clerks at the Table without the 
signature of the member appearing on them or without a covering 
letter accompanying them signed by the Member by whom the Ques­
tion is to be put. This practice is, of course, quite irregular.
Notices of Questions must either be handed in at the Table by the 
Members themselves who wish to ask them, or, if sent by post, or 
otherwise delivered at the Table, must be signed by the Member 
who desires to have them put upon the Order Paper.
6
Sir Thomas Erskine Ivlay, Law and Usage of Parliament (1924), p. 244.
See also 16? Pari, Deb. 5s,. Commons 217.
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7
198 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commais 2638; 227 ibid. 879.
®162 ibid. 720; 164 ibid. 677; 207 ibid. 545; 182 i ^ .  2428; 
376 ibid. 2730.
9184 ibid. 695.
^°172 ibid. 1360-1361; 232 ibid. 698-699, the Speaker ruled that 
it was in order for a Minister to make a statement on a matter of pub­
lic interest after 3:45 P.M. even though it dealt with the same subject 
as a question on the Notice Paper which had not been reached.
11
195 ibid. 977, the Speaker ruled it was the function of the 
Leader of the Opposition to ask questions concerning the business of 
the House.
12
329 ibid. IO4O-IO4I, the Speaker said, "A Private Notice Question 
never has any priority....If there is a question on the Paper a Member 
cannot put a Private Notice Question on the same point."
13227 ibid. 2310; 248 ibid. 593.
^^254 ibid. 35-36; 248 ibid. 593-594; 236 ibid. 252-253.
^^230 ibid. 629; 233 ibid. 1873; 235 ibid. 2422; 237 ibid. 413;
241 ibid. 1284. See esp. 234 ibid. 582-584. By leave of the House when 
the Speaker was not notified of a private-notice question it was permitted, 
see 232 ibid. 1795-1796. 175 Pari. Deb. 2029-2035 (June 20, I864), a
—1.20 —
question by Disraeli opened a brief debate on relations of Denmark and 
Germany. He said, "I do not think that these are Questions which it is 
at all necessary to place on the paper. I consider that I am perfectly 
justified, in the present state of affairs, in putting these Questions 
to Her Majesty's Government without a formal notice." There is not this 
much freedom at question hour today.
16
Times (London), February 21, 1936, p. 7.
17Garro-Jones had raised the question of the requirements for put­
ting a private-notice question.
18309 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commms 42-44 (February 24, 1936). The 
authority of the Speaker over private-notice questions is based on 
paragraph (1.) of Standing Order No. 7, which says:
Notices of questions shall be given by members in 
writing to the clerk at the table without reading them 
viva voce in the House, unless the consent of Mr. Speaker 
to any particular question has been previously obtained.
It is the "consent" of the Speaker which makes private-notice questions 
possible.
1 9  8 8 - 3 9 ,  9 1 - 9 2
Cf. supra, pp. ^  jy .




22325 ibid. 1531-1532, 1535-1536. Mr. Paling had asked about the 
Spanish Non-Intervention Committee. This question was aslced on Friday, 
which is unusual in itself.
23Parliamentary Papers. 1930-31, VIII (No. 161), Minutes of Evidence, 
p. 37 (question 312.). See also W. I. Jennings, Parliament (1940), p. 97.
24253 Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons 29; 348 ibid. 594.
25Josef Redlich, The Procedure of the House of Commons (1908),11, 
243-244; III, 31; 250 Pari. Deb. ^., Commons 205, 343, 1184; 249 ibid. 
393; 251 ibid. 1425.
26Parliamentary Papers. 1930-31, VIII (No. 161), Minutes of Evidence. 
pp. 18, 61 (questions 159, 605).
'̂̂ Ibid.. p. 27 (question 305).
28Ibid., p. 402 (question 4100)
29203 Pari, Deb. 5s.. Commons 388 (Kîarch 2, 1927).
30313 i ^ .  2139; 330 ibid. 551-554; 334 ibid. 1087-1090 ; 343 ibid. 
1119-1121 (1936 to 1939).
31Redlich, gp. cit.. Ill, 31-32; Mirror of Parliament. 1331, II, 
1262; 234 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 1866, the Speaker said, "Under the 
Rules of Procedure that govern questims, if a Minister says that it 
is not in the public interest to answer a question, he need not do so.
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and a Member has no right to press him." See also 163 ibid. 1178.
32188 ibid. 2024-2025. See also 222 ibid. 882; 244 ibid. 1006; 
254 ibid. 1701..
33
Parliamentary Papers, 1937-38, VII (No.. 173), First Report of 
the Select Committee on The Official Secrets Act. 1938, pp. v, xiv.
34May, op. cit.. p. 240; Redlich, gp. cit., II, 241; 271 Pari.
Deb. 3s. 1623; Decisions of the Chair (1933), p. 105.
^^May, pp. cit.. p. 241, note 4; 174 Pari. Deb. 1914; 141 
Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 194-195.
63 Pari. Deb. 491 (May 13, 1842) ; Mirror of Parliament, 1830, 
II, 1427-1428.
37May, pp. pit., p. 241, note 4; 88 Pari. Deb. ^ ., Commons 35-36; 
95 ibid. 1322-1326.
38î-îay, pp. pit.,, p. 241, note 4; 334 Pari. Deb. ^., 712-713 
(March 25, 1889); 209 ibid. 1953-1954 {March 14, 1872).
^^192 ibid. 657 (May 21, 1838), he said, "My own opinion is that 
it would not be consistent with Parliamentary decorum for any Member 
of this House to state what course he would take in a future Parliament, 
and I am absolutely precluded from so doing"
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40
May, op. cit.. p. 241, notes 5-6; 253 Pari. Deb. 3s. 973-974 
(June 28, 1880); 173 Pari. Deb. ^s.. Gommons 43.
41 85-86 Cf. supra, pp. ^
G.F.M. Canpion, M  Introduction t£ the Procedure of the House 
of Commons (1929), pp. 125-126. Cf. infra, p. ^  , for the list
in force in 1930, including the Tuesday "rota."
I q
229 Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons 1079-1080 (July 11, 1929); 230 ibid. 
441-442 (July 17, 1929).
44245 ibid. 1097 (November 25, 1930); 231 ibid. 2059 (November 13, 
1929). The fifth department was Mines. Cf. infra, yp^
^^342 Pari. Deb, js., Commons 30 (November 28, 1938), question asked 
of the Prime Minister by Mr. McEntee.
^^42 ibid. 608 (December 1, 1938), it was announced that on Wed­
nesdays first place in answering questions would be assigned to the 
Foreign Office, second place to the Air Ministry, and third place would 
be occupied in rotation by the Admiralty, Colonial Office, and Ministry 
of Transport. On Thursdays the Ministry of labour was to come first, and 
the second place was to rotate among Home Office, Lord Privy Seal, Board 
of Education, and Ministry of Health.
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47343 ibid. 1366-1367 (February 13, 1939), question asked by 
Garro-Jones.
^^50 jJ^. 2166-2167 (August 1, 1939).
^^352 ibid. 1193-1194 (October 24, 1939).
50
Ibid.. 1574-1576 (October 26, 1939).
51
160 ibid.n 2177; 251 ibid* 1158—1163, Mr. Thorne asked about ex­
cessive number of questions put to the Prime Minister and the Speaker 
replied:
That is what I have been endeavouring to carry out for 
some time past. Hon. Members try various devices to have 
a shot at the Prime Minister, when they should really put 
their questions to someone else. I will certainly continue 
to do what I can in the direction indicated by the Hon.
Member.
52 55-56Cf. supra, pp. m
53 _ 251Cf. infra, p. Ü T  , Standing Order No. 8,
54Campion, pp. cit.. p. 132.
55 161-162Cf. infra, pp. Æ  .
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562ffiL Pari. Deb» 5s., Commons 864; Campion, op. oit., p. l40. 
^^Campion, op. cit., p. 1)4; May, op. cit., p. 248.
CHAPTER IX 
"INTERNAL" RULES
An eminent authority has described the "internal" rules affect­
ing questions as follows:
The rules of order governing the contents ©f Questions 
are based on a series of Speakers' rulings which have been 
collected since the year I860, There are nearly two hun­
dred of these rulings> Of these, about one hundred and 
forty are prior to the year 1907, and they cover almost the 
whole field. Since that date the new rulings that have 
been made, have almost all been directed to defining more 
precisely matters which are outside the responsibility of 
Ministers, such as the internal affairs of the Dominions 
and matters transferred to Indian provincial Governments.
These rules have grown up piecemeal and have never 
been reviewed by Parliament as a whole. Each ruling given 
by a Speaker has been treated as a precedent, and from 
such precedent or group of precedents a general rule has 
been extracted. These rules are stated in "May's Par­
liamentary Practice," 13th edition pages 240 to 243*
They may also be found, classified for convenience of 
reference under three main headings, on pages 127 to 
130 of "An Introduction to the Procedure of the House 
of Commons,," by G. F. M. Canpion. ̂
-12^
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The Standing Orders do not define what may or may not be asked of 
a Minister. The Speaker's rulings which form the basis for determining 
this are sometimes published in Hansard, if the Speaker gives his ruling 
during the sitting of the House. However, many of the rulings are pri­
vate rulings and are not found in Hansard, since the record of these rul­
ings is kept by the clerks only for the information of the Speaker and 
other officers of the House. The purpose of Decisions of t ^  Chair, 
a published collection of all rulings from 1857 to 1928, is to guide the 
Speaker and clerks in following the precedents. This publication is not 
for sale and is not available to members of the House of Commons# îi/hile 
May and Canpion include a good mapy of the rules applying to questions, 
they do not include all of them. A published abridgment of these prece- 
dents, with rulings frcm 1929 on added, appeared in 1933. Canqsion classi­
fies the precedents into three basic classes: (l) That questions shall be
of a genuinely interrogative character, (2) That the Minister to whom they 
are addressed must be responsible for the subject matter of the questions,
4(3) That the question must not be a breach of constitutional etiquette.
He states thirty-eig# specific rules applying to questicns.^ A few of 
these rules call for further comment beyond what is available in Campion's 
book.
If the facts stated in a question are of some moment, the Speaker 
may require prûoa facie proof of authenticity, Secretary of State 
Benn, relying on the traditional rule of the past, offered criticism 
of members who put questions about the motor cars used by Gandhi in 
India without factual foundation. "If we cannot depend on what we see 
in the Times," said Patrick J. H. Hannon, "what is to guide a Member in
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putting questions?" The Speaker replied, " I should take all these things
7with a,igrain of salt." The Speaker has expressed the caution to members 
that they should look at questions before they put them. One time he ob­
served that several questions were copied from the proceedings of the In-
8dian Legislative Assembly on the same typewriter. The traditional rule 
appears to have been modified by practice. It is reasonable care about 
the facts on which questions are based which is required anri not respon­
sibility for the facts. Mr. Thorpe wanted questions like one making a 
"vile suggestion against the troops of Republican Spain" to be barred 
by the Speaker unless they could be "absolutely proved." Several members 
complained about the question which had been put by Sir H. Page Croft. 
Wedgwood Benn wanted to hold the questioner responsible for his state­
ments. The Speaker said, "There were so many statements made from all 
sorts of sources that he was not sure iivhether any member would be pre­
pared to accept responsibility for them." He concluded, "All he could 
do was to ask members to use care in framing their questions." This 
less strict interpretation of the responsibility of a member for the 
facts on which he bases his question is consistent with the spirit 
of Winston Churchill's admonition to remember "the great and long­
standing importance of preserving a wide latitude in parliamentary 
questions."
It is not proper to seek an expression of opinion by a Minister.
A question on an abstract point of law asked by Mr. Giles of the Attom- 
ney-General was deleted by private ruling before appearing on the Notice 
Paper. A question which would require an answer too long for question
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hour would not be in order. A question about the rationalization of
British industry was postponed until the close of questions in 1930.
This unusual step was taken because of the length of the answer. The
question was followed ty supplementary questions just as though it had
12been asked during the regular question hour.
It is not in order to put a question which has already been put.
The responsibility for determining what is a proper time to wait before
13the same subject can be opened again is placed on the Minister concerned. 
However, questions which have been asked and answered, or answer refused, 
are put again without the clerks or the member being aware of the duplica­
tion. This violation of the rules and waste of money results from the 
sheer mass of questions— making it difficult to know what has been covered 
at question hour. As early as 1902 an index to questions was suggested to 
aid members in avoiding duplication.^ Austen Chamberlain said, at th» 
time, he would approach the authorities about instituting an index. No­
thing further was reported about an index until 1925, when two members 
of the House of Commons Library staff undertook an index of questions. 
Speaker ?Jhitley, who instituted the experiment, expressed the hope,
"That the index will result in a saving in the cost of printing and pre­
paring answers to questions which now appear on the Paper, and which have 
been asked and answered p r e v i o u s l y . T h e  Speaker thought that an aver­
age use by fifteen members each week in a ten week trial period was not 
sufficient to justify the expenditure of 150 ̂  a year. Likewise, he was 
convinced that there was no reduction in the number of unnecessary ques­
tions.^^ Some members of the House and the two clerks who prepared the 
index were convinced that it did not have a fair trial. It was pointed 
out that the index was used only at the end of the 1925 session. Many
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members never learned of the existence of the index until after it had
17been discontinued. The Treasury check on the index was on the basis
of the number of different members who used it each week, and did not
take into account multiple use by the same member. The clerks of the
House of Commons made frequent use of the index, but this, likewise,
was not taken into account in making the decision not to continue the
index. In 1930 Speaker FitzRoy saw no reason to reconsider the decision
18of his predecessor as he thought conditions had not changed since 1926.
He told the Procedure Committee in 1931, however, that he was willing to
try the index again. He thought it would be a "good thing" if it could
19
prevent the repetition of questions. To the impartial observer an 
adequate daily index of questions would seem fully justified for the aid 
it would give members and officers of the House of Commons and the relief 
that it would bring to civil servants harassed with questions they have 
already answered. It seems almost unnecessary to add that questions are 
not intended to provide information which is available in standard ref-
OQerence works or in official publications. No member can expect to
21challenge the Speaker's decision that a question has been answered.
A real problem is the enforcement of the rule against inq)roper
expressions— including ironical statements, innuendo, satire, and
epithets. As the Speaker himself said, "A great deal of my time is
22occupied in taking adjectives out of hon. Members' questions." He 
ruled that the reference of Sir Kings ley Wood to "a matter of window
23dressing" in view of the coming election was an improper expression.
The greatest difficulty of all is the supplementary question. The 
Speaker can edit only after the damage has been done. When Mr. Thurtle 
said, "Is it the intention of the hon. and gallant Member's Department
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to see that the needles and the thread with which these buttons are 
sewn on are also British products; and that the cotton from which
the thread is made is also British grown," what could the Speaker do
2A.except say that it was "an ironic question," Trivial and hypo­
thetical questions are out of order, A question is not permitted to 
assume the character of a speech, A member is not supposed to use 
questions to seek information on matters of past history for the 
purposes of argument.
The rulings of the Speaker are most frequently concerned with 
the question of the responsibility of the I^inlster. The Speaker has 
stated the general rule that, "Nothing in a question put to any De­
partment shall relate to matters for which the Minister responsible 
for that Department has no actual responsibility." He said further,
"That is one of the strictest Rules governing questions in this House.
As a courtesy information is scrnietimes provided even when the respon- 
sibility of a department is not involved. Questions on the internal 
affairs of foreign powers or the Dominions are out of order because the 
responsibility of the Government is not involved.Authority transferred 
to Northern IrelaraJ or the Indian Provincial governments is likewise out- 
side the scope of question hour. Colonies which are not self-govern­
ing and British Mandates are within the orbit of question hour, but man-
pQ
dates of the Dominions are not. Question hour does not cover matters 
of local government for which no central department is responsible.^
It is not proper to ask questions about the activities of organi­
zations for which the Government is not directly responsible— as, for
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exanq)le, labor -unions, banks, the stock exahange. One organisation 
■which is difficult to classify is the British Broadcasting Corporation,
It is a public, semi-independent corporation attached to the Post Office_
for which the Government is responsible— which lies outside the direct 
responsibility of any lajiigter and yet for A-diich the Government is re- 
sponsible in respect to basic policy. Ordinarily questions about BBC 
are disallowed.31 so^e questions about it may be in order. The Speaker 
himself said it was a matter of individual ingenuity to see if questions 
about this broadcasting agency would be allowable.32 Ministers are not 
responsible for Royal Commissions nor for departmental co. mittees, although 
this latter rule is not entirely clear.^^ A Minister cannot be held re- 
sponsible for statements in the press or by private individu'Is or unof- 
f cial bodies, nor c n he be expected to comment ^n the accuracy of such 
reports. Speaker Fitzioy aptly put it thus, "A Minister cannot be re­
sponsible for what appears in the Manchester Guardian. L a b o u r  Govern­
ment cannot be expected to answer for the attitude of the Conservative 
Party toward Soviet R u s s i a . Although a Minister's speech does not in­
volve the responsibility of the Government when it is delivered outside 
Parliament, it is permissible to inquire if his views represent the views 
of the Government, but such a question is out of order about a speech 
outside Parliament by an under-secretary.one Minister cannot be 
expected to answer for his colleague, nor is he resn-nsible for his 
predecessor.
In the third group.ng which Campion made are a diverse collection 
dealing with nice questions of constitutional and parlia:,entary propriety!
One dbes not introduce the name of the Sovereign or Royal farnily or cast 
reflections in their direction, or even refer to the influence of the Crown.
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Politeness forbids inquiries on the prerogative of mercy and ecclesiasti­
cal patronage, Mr. Balfour once refused a question from Gibson Bowles, 
that famous questioner of another generation, on the subject of "Honorific 
Distinctions."^® It is proper to inquire about the advice tendered the 
Grown, but it is out of order to ask a Minister what advice he proposes 
to give. Action of household officials of the King are not within the 
control of question hour— as, for example, it would be out of order to 
inquire of the Lord Chamberlain about the licensing of plays. Likewise,
the Speaker has refused to admit questions on the conduct of County Court
39judges even though the power of dismissal lay with the Lord Chancellor* 
However, the decisions of Umpires under the Unemployment Insurance Acts 
were considered to be subject to inquiry at question hour, at least in 
1931.^^ It is not proper to make discourteous references to the House 
of Lords— traditionally referred to as "the other place." In 1929, 
for example, Mr. Mander asked the intentions of the Government as to 
ending or mending the House of Lords? Prime Minister MacDonald replied 
that the Government had not considered the question. A supplementary 
question was put by the questioner, "Will the Prime Minister consider 
removing this picturesque relic to the British Museum?" Mi. Speaker 
reminded the House that "Hon. Members must not make disrespectful remarks 
about the other place." 4^
Questions must not criticize the decisions of the House of Commons, 
nor cast reflections on the decision of a court, nor prejudice a case 
under trial.^^ Decisions secret by nature are not to be asked about at 
question hour— for exançle, decisions of the Cabinet, Committee of Imperial 
Defense, and Cabinet committees, as well as advice given the Crown by Law 
Officers of the Crown.
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Personal charges are not permitted nor reflections on persons other-
IQ
wise than in their public capacity.Invidious statements are out of 
order. It is not proper to cast reflections on persons or bodies, or to 
introduce their names for purposes of advertisement. The Speaker, when 
questioned about reflections on the Grand Mufti— charges that he was 
spreading propaganda—  ruled that it was "quite out of order either by 
a supplementary question or question to cast reflections on distinguished 
strangers, or on other s t r a n g e r s . I t  is the rule that questions making 
discourteous references to a friendly foreign nation are not allowed. How­
ever a question telling the Soviet Government that "the limit of patience" 
had been reached was allowed because the Speaker thought the statements of 
the Foreign Secretary from the floor of the House that there had been com­
plaints against Russian actions justified the question.45 Questions must 
not anticipate other questions already on the Paper or motions of which 
notice has been given if these motions must be decided without d e b a t e . 46 
Questions may not be used if the rules provide a more convenient method. 
Questions cannot be used to impeach the conduct of those whose conduct
I nrmay be challenged only on substantive motion,^' It is improper to ask for 
information which should be moved for as a Return, or to suggest amendments 
to bills and resolutions. Things being considered by a Parliamentary com-
» rtmittee are not to be raised at question time.^ Not to be raised at ques­
tion hour are matters of current debate or answers to questions given dur­
ing the current session. This makes it improper to raise as a question 
a subject discussed on the adjournment.^^
It is the authority of the Speaker which gives these rules their 
binding quality, but it is the clerks at the Table who enforce the rules.
-135-
The Speaker has ruled that the clerks have full power to edit questions, 
and, also, that it was impractical to consult the member on every change 
made in his question.Conservative members of the House during the La­
bour Government (1929-1931) raised a large number of questions on Russian 
affairs, but not all of their questions were allovied. %%en a protest was 
made at the disallowance of a question on compulsory labor in Russia, the 
Speaker made this reply:
The hon. and gallant Member asks me a question which 
has often been asked before in regard to what I may term cen­
sorship of questions. The duty cast upon the Clerks in this 
respect is very difficult and onerous, and I think is gener­
ally fulfilled to the general satisfaction of the House.
There may be some questions which Members think should be 
passed which are not passed, but I do not think that I should 
be serving any useful purpose if I entered into the merits, 
or otherwise, of any particular question, or set of questions.
Very often questions are put which only a day or two before 
had been answered, and it appears to me, as I think it will 
to the House, to be a thorough waste of time to keep on ask­
ing the same question over and over again. That very much 
applies to the case which the hon. and gallant Gentleman has 
brought to my notice.
There have been suggestions that the Speaker should undertake the 
additional task of censoring questions of purely local or private inter­
est. On one occasion a member took the time to analyze 4,345 questions 
asked in the 1923 session to April 23. He classified 623 of these ques­
tions as purely personal and local in nature. He put 116 of the 813
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questions asked April 11 to April 19 in the same category. The Speaker
thought he could not attenpt to save Parliamentary time by sorting out
such questicMis in order to require written answer for them. He thought
a reliance on the consideration of members for each other would be "far
52better than any endeavour to impose restrictions on them." Later that 
year Speaker Whitley repeated his predecessor's suggestion that local and 
personal questions be put as unstarred questions.The same member raised 
the problem of local and personal questions again in 1927. Speaker kihitley 
was still disinclined "to exercise a censorship" of local and personal ques­
tions and still willing to rely on the judgment of the members asking the 
questions.However, in 1923 he had disallowed questions on the forthcoming
55
budget because of the excessive number of such questions. Advisory opinions 
on what is permissible in questions are not given by the Speaker.
Before the Procedure Committee of 1931, the use of question hour for 
trivial and unimportant matters was alleged to be due to the delay in get­
ting answers to unstarred questions.Sir Austen Chamberlain proposed 
that the Speaker remove questions "of no general interest" from the starred 
list and transfer them to the unstarred list.^® The evidence and opinion 
evoked in the 1931 procedure Committee prompted the 1932 Committee to 
propose a third type of question to be indicated by a dagger. Because the 
Speaker thought such an innovation would be confusing, the Government did 
not act on the Committee’s suggestion.^^ T̂'Hien protest at the delay in 
answers to unstarred questions was made in 1937, Prime Minister Chamberlain 
said that he had called the attention of the departments to the desira­
bility of avoiding "undue delay" in providing answers to unstarred questions. 
He announced the policy of notifying a mentoer if he could not get an an­
swer within four days. One member protested that this was too long, but 
the Prime Minister insisted four days was reasonable.^® A further change
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in practice was suggested by the Prime Minister later the same year. He 
proposed that members should put unstarred questions down for a specific 
day, and that Ministers should answer, if possible, on that day.^^ In 
response to what was probably an arranged question, Chamberlain stated 
that the new policy had brought increased use of written-answer questions, 
and had relieved the pressure at question hour.^^ At the same time, he 
indicated that a reduction of the daily limit on questions from three to 
two would have saved only a negligible amount of time— an average of three 
questions a day.
Since the Standing Orders are specific about what kind of topics can 
be raised on the adjournment motion made at the close of question hour, 
the "internal" rules applying to this procedure have been confined to 
interpretation of the "urgency" or "public importance" of a proposed sub­
ject. The almost conçlete disappearance of the motion for adjournment 
under Standing Order Mo. 8 has likewise contributed to the paucity of 
rulings. Campion summarizes the rules on subjects which are proper to 
raise by this procedure under the three headings: (l) definite matters,
(2) matters which are urgent, (3 ) matters of public importance. To 
be definite has been interpreted as preventing more than one motion on 
the same subject at the same sitting. Likewise, a motion must deal with 
only one subject. The motion must be framed in general terms, but it 
must also concern a specific case, hypothetical matters are out of order. 
"Official information must be available." In the second place, urgency 
requires that a subject be raised at the first opportunity. If it can 
conveniently be raised on some other occasion— such as in Committee of 
Supply—  or if notice has been given on the subject, it is not urgent 
enough to qualify under the Standing Orders. Postponement of an ad^ 
journment motion was refused May 3, 1922, but was permitted March 13, 1922
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and February 2ii, Earlier, an adjournment notion was postponed
Without prejudice as to urgency until definite information was available.65 
The refusal of leave to put an adjournment motion under Standing Order 
No. 6 13 considered by the Speaker as proof that the subject is not ur- 
gent.66 % e  third requirement of public importance is satisfied if the 
matter is larger than an individual grievance.
In addition to these basic requirements set by the Standing Orders, 
further rules have been enforced. The responsibility of the Government 
IS as essential for an adjournment motion as it is for a question. The 
responsibility of the Sovernment is not involved in the exercise of sta­
tutory discretion in trade disputes, nor in "an attack by newspapers upon 
certain Members.«67 The Government is not responsible for preventing 
"the holding of a political meeting.«68 ^he attack by Manchester police 
upon a peaceable demonstration lies outside Governmental responsibility.69 
"Official action beyond the ordinary administration of law" must be involv- 
ed_it is not involved in advice as to the exercise of the prerogative of 
mercy.70 gome subjects are not appropriante to the adjournment motion- 
"grievances which can be remedied only by legislation, matters involving 
privilege," and the conduct of those whose conduct can be challenged only 
by suostahtive motion.71 it is not proper to raise matters already de- 
cided in the current session, nor is it proper to anticipate the report 
of a select committee or a motion of which notice has been given.72
The practice of the House of Commons as interpreted through the 
rulings of the Speaker has done more to shape the day to day rules 
enforced in regard to questions and adjournment motions than have 
changes in the Standing Orders. These rulings concern the asking of
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questions and the answers to them and the important matter of what 
is permitted in a question under the decisions of the Speaker. The 
rulings about adjournment motions are less numerous, but they too 
have been important in fixing the practice of the House. The rules 
have Decome a law of Parliament comparable in extent and manner of 
determination to the venerable Common law. They are enforced by the 
Speaker with the acquiescence of the House and are subject to modifi­
cation by formal resolution of the House and by modification of the 
Standing Orders.
Parliamentaiy Papers, 1930- 31f VIII (No, 161), Minutes of Evidence, 
p, , xnemorandum by the Clerk of the House of Commons,
^Ibid.. p, 400 (questions 4070 ff.). Sir Horace Dawkins, then Clerk 
of the House of Commons, told the 1931 Committee that most of the 200 rul­
ings given by the Speaker since I860 had been private rulings and were 
available only in Mr. Campion's book, or in May, ^  and Usage of Parlia­
ment (1924), The whole question of private rulings of the Speaker was 
raised in the Procedure Committee, It was brought out that the records 
made by the clerks of private rulings were considered as confidential 
(p. 4 0 3, question 4117), but Sir Horace Dawkins, Clerk of the House of 
Commons at the time, agreed with Sir Hugh O'Neill that there was no reason 
why the information contained in private rulings should not be made avail­
able to Members of the House of Commons (p, 403, question 4121), The chair­
man of the Committee concluded that these private rulings of the Speaker 
formed "an unwritten law which is a good thing" for the House of Commons 
(p. 403, question 4122),
^Decisions of the Chair, Illustrative of ^  Procedure of ^  House, 
1857 to 1932 (1933). This publication is by its own description for the 
information of foreign parliaments. It is not for sale. The author was 
permitted to consult it in the House of Commons Library,
^G. F. M. Campion, ^  Introduction to the Procedure of the House 
of Commons 11929), p. 127.
^Ibld.. pp. 128-130.
Ibid.. p. 128; Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 101-102.
7252 Pari. Deb. Commons 2390-2391.
8
211 ibid. 8.
9Times (London), June 28, 1938, p. 8,
^^Ibid.
^^ec is ions of the Chair (1933), pp. 97-98.
12237 Pari. Deb. ^ . ,  Commons 2719-2721 (April 15).
13173 ibid. 436-437.
^^108 Pari. Deb. 4s. 739-740, the suggestion was as follows:
If a daily index were then kept it would prevent Members 
putting Questions which had previously been answered. At present 
it was impossible for Members to follow the proceedings of Par­
liament from day to day unless they searched through a file of 
The Times. Whereas if they had an index in the Library they would 
be able to ascertain exactly what had been done in regard to any 
particular Question in which they were interested.
15
186 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 231, in reply to a question by 
Geoffrey Peto, the Speaker indicated that the experiment of the index 
was being made as the result of the general request of the House, The 
index was begun July 1, 1925.
«■liiS**
^^93 ibid. 1386-1388. 203 ibid. 386-387 (March 2, 1927), Speaker
^Jhitley indicated that he did not propose to try an index again.
'̂̂ Parliampntary Papers. 1930-31, VIII (Mo. l6l). Minutes of Evidence, 
p. 423 (question 4327)*
1^239 Pari. Deb. , Commons 37-38, in answer to Sir W. Davidson, 
the Speaker gave a brief account of the experience of Speaker V/hitley.
He indicated that the experiment was for ten weeks,
^Parliamentary Papers. 1930-31, VIII (No. 161), Minutes of Evidence, 
p. 423 (questions 4326-4328).
^^244 Pari. Deb. 5s.« Conmons 1609, the Speaker said, "It is very 
unusual for a Minister to give information which an hon. Member can 
acquire for himself." See also Decisions of ^  Çhair (1933), p. 101.
21
254 Pari, Deb, ^s.. Commons 1467-1471, the member who refused to 
accept the ruling of the Speaker that his question had been answered was 
McGovern. He was suspended from the service of the House for his defiance 
of the Speaker by a vote of 315 to 16. Vihen he refused to leave he was 
forcibly removed. Afterwards he was suspended by the Speaker for the 
remainder of the session.
^ ^ 1 9 9  ibid. 1 8 2 8 - 1 8 4 0 ,  the Speaker continued, "This one escaped me. 
It shows the value of our rule that hon. Members must not introduce their 
own adjectives on the Paper at Question Time." The adjective objected to 
was the word "widespread" applied to the phrase, abuse of Unemployment
Insurance.
?3
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23
2 4 5  i b i d . 2 2 5 .
^Po5 ibid. 1609.
25224 ibid. 1778.
26¥. I. Jennings, Parliament (1940), pp. 98-99.
27
171 Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons 917-918; 162 ibid. 2246-224?, the 
Speaker said, "It is quite impossible, once having transferred respon­
sibility to other bodies, that we should deal with matters on the floor 
of this House."
28
163 ibid, 1623-1625, the Speaker indicated that questions were
in order only on the exercise of powers reserved to the British Parliament.
29
180 ibid. 640; 208 ibid. 2l4l-2l43, this latter was the ruling of 
Secretary of State Amery. His opinion was supported by the Speaker.
^ 233 ibid. 1203-1205, a question about tram workers at Hull was 
disallowed. See also 199 ibid. 1946.
31
233 ibid. 246-248, the Postmaster-General maintained he was not 
responsible for the details of service,
32285 ibid. 1578.
33
See 172 ibid. 2lu for ruling that it is improper to impute alle­
gations against a committee set up by the House. Actually the Committee 
in question was set up by the Board of Trade.
230 ibid. 1268, See also 223 ibid. 829, 3193.
35 ,236 ibid. 1295.
^^Decisions of the Chair (1933), p. 97; Times (London), lAarch 22,
1938, p. 3, the Speaker pointed out that the same rules applied to sup­
plementary questions that governed "questions on the paper."
37236 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 897; 241 ibid. 1072.
^^London Daily News. November 11, 1902, p. 4, Bowles reminded Prime 
Minister Balfour that the prerogative of the Crown had been discussed 
in the House for eight hundred years. Balfour replied, "Yes, Sir, and 
it may have to be debated again, but I do not think that anything is 
gained by question and answer on the subject." See Decisions of t ^  Chair 
(1933), p. 96, for a private ruling on the impropriety of a question about 
honoring General Townshend for his action at Kut (May 2, 1916). See ibid., 
pp. 96-97 for private ruling disallowing a question on the decision with 
regard to a person lying under sentence of death. The Home Secretary re­
fused to answer the question by private notice— on the ground that it was 
against constitutional practice. See also 319 Pari. Deb. 253, 1103, 
and 340 ibid. 128.
^^184 Pari. Deb. 4s. 831; Decisions of the Chair (1933), PP» 100-101.
^253 Pari. Deb. ^ . ,  Commons 1917-1918 (June 18, 1931).
^^230 ibid. 1290.
^225 ibid. 1115, the Speaker implied that a supplementary question
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dealing with the decision of the chief insurance officer of a court of 
referees would be out of order. See also Sir Thomas Erskine May, Law 
and Usage of Parliament (1924), p. 243, note 4.
43172 Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons 928-930, the Speaker affirms that 
criticism should be directed against the Minister rather than his subor­
dinates, because "The responsibility for taking action lies with the 
Minister, and not with the subordinates."
44237 ibid. 2171-2172, the Speaker said:
The original point of Order put to me by the hon. and 
gallant Member for Chelmsford (Colonel Howard-Bury) was whether 
it was in order, in asking a supplementary question to cast re­
flections on a distinguished stranger. I can cover all the 
questions which have been asked with reference to that matter 
by saying that it is quite out of order either by a supplementary 
question or question to cast reflections on distinguished stran­
gers, or on other strangers.
It was Lieutenant-Commander Kenworthy who put the supplementary questions 
complained of. He in turn drew attention to charges made by Mr. Liarjori- 
banks in question 19 of the regular questions. 187 ibid. 1552, the Speaker 
ruled that it was improper to refer to the "gullibility of Colonial Govern­
ors." The Colonial Secretary thought the expression was unconstitutional.
^^202 ibid. 556.
^^203 ibid. 560.
47Campion, 0£, cit., p. 144, gives these as the Heir to the Throne, 
Viceroy of India, Governors-General of the Dominions, Lord Chancellor, 
Speaker, Chairman of Ways and Means, Members of either House of Parlia­
ment, and judges in the superior courts of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, A question concerning a Governor-General has been removed from 
the Order Book because it infringed this rule. See Decisions of the 
Chair (1933), p. 100, which refers to Notices of Motions. 1913, p. 815.
See also 55 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 2023-2024, 2057-2058.
48
Decisions of ^  Chair (1933), pp. 98-99; 237 Pari. Deb. ^ . ,
Commons 1926.
^^226 ibid. 1600.
*̂̂ 158 Pari. Deb. 4s. 1124; Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 103-104.




55168 ibid. 355-357, the Speaker thought questions about the current 
budget were suitable for questicms, but thought the forthcoming budget 
more suitable for debate.
56248 ibid. 1930.
—147“
57Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No.. 161), Minutes of Evidence, 
pp. 396-397 (questions 4013, 4014-4018).
^^Ibid., p. 237 (questions 2500-2502).
59 95-2:4Cf. supra, pp. Æ t
60326 Pari. Deb. 5a., Commons 2405-2406.
*^352 ibid. 1574-1576.
62353 ibid. 1035-1037.
^^0£. cit., pp. 132-133.
^^Ibid.r Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 3-9, cites 151 Pari.
Deb. 5s.. Cojiuncais 1765. One of these motions was postponed on March 13 
and permitted to be made on March 15, 1922.
^^Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 7-8; 134 Pari. Deb. 5s., Com­
mons 179, 352, 552, 682. For other cases see Decisions of Chair 
(1933), pp. 7-10.
66Decisions of t ^  Chair (1933), pp. 6-7, the motion was supported
by only twenty-eight of the requisite forty members.
'̂̂ Canç»ion, o£.. cit., pp. 132-133; 135 Pari. Deb. 5s., Cpjnmons 2226-2229<
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^ 1 5 5 ibid. 191-192.
^^150 ibid. 1183; Decisiona of the Chair (1933), pp. 3-5.
70Campion, og. cit.. pp. 132-133. In 1931 the rules of the German 
Reichstag were amended to make interpellations, or questions, outside the 
competence of the Reichstag, specifically referring to criminal proceed­
ings, impossible. See 424 Verhandlungen des Reichstags 1591 A.
71Cf. supra, p. l46 note 4?
^^130 Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 398, 612; Decisions of the Chair (1933), 
pp. 5-6, for rulings on matters referred to select committees. A list 
of the rulings on adjournment motions complete to 1924 is to be found 
in May, 0£. cit. (1924), but it is not as simple and convenient as is 
the arrangement of Canpion, op. cit.. nor is it as recent. The antici­
pation of a subject on which a notice of motion has been given would 
not prevent an adjournment motion if the notice were given with the pur­
pose in view of blocking discussion on the subject, since the Speaker 
could rule that the motion of which notice had been given was a block­




The expandd.ng importance of question hour in the English House of 
Commons can be traced in the increasing number of questions asked. 
After 1873 official records were kept of the number of notices of 
questions. Since oy that time it was the almost universal practice 
to give formal notice of questions, these statistics are a re]iable 
index of the number of questions asked. The first printed notice of a 
question was in 1835.^ The seven notices printed in 1835 did not rep­
resent by any means all the questions asked since the older practice 
of giving personal notice to the Member of Parliament who was 
responsible for the sncject matter of the question continued for a 
number of years after 1835.  ̂ Some idea of the trend before 1873 can be 
seen from the incomplete record gleaned from a number of sources.









*See the tables in the appendix.
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The marked increase in the number of questions which is to be noted 
after 1878 is to be explained in part at least by three factors. The 
discontinuance of the practice of reading questions at question hour made 
it possible to deal with a larger number of questions in the same amount
o
of time. The increase in the size of the Irish Home Rule Party was a
second influence working toward increased use of questions. A third,
and probably the most important influence, was the increased pressure
on question hour resulting from the reform of the rules in 1882— these
^  10yiii.es greatly decreased the opportunities of the private meniber. It 
ig interesting to observe that T/dien the reading of notices of questions 
was discontinued in 1886 the number of questions asked took another
11jump. In this year the number of questions topped five thousand.
As one mi^t expect, questions vary in number someiidiat in proportion
13to the number of parliamentary days in the session.
The half million questions asked in the House of Commons between 
1873 4nd the present time stand in marked contrast to the fifteen 
hundred questions asked in the French Chamber of Deputies from 1871 
to 1932. Questions for oral answer have never played the vital 
role in the French Chamber of Deputies that they have in the House of 
Commons. The number of questions in the French Chamber of Deputies
14between 1871 and 1900 varied from one in 1877 to thirty-six in 1900.
The Boer War had a marked influence on question hour. There were 
as many questions in the 118 parliamentary days of 1901 as there had
15been in the 226 parliamentary days of the 1893-94 session. It was this 
pressure which in 1902 stimulated the Balfour reforms in procedure.
The institution of the written-answer (unstarred question) and the
12
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end of the war both contributed to the decline in questions put down for 
oral answer at question time. The time limit for question hour was 
another of the reforms adopted in 1902 which worked in the Same direction. 16 
The number of the new unstarred questions varied between seventeen hundred 
and thirty-six hundred.)-^ By I9O6 the number of starred questions was more 
than equal to the number of questions asked before the reforms of 1902 .18  
This continued increase in oral-answer questions prompted the limit of 
eight questions put on each meraoer by the Speaker in 1909.^^ The next 
two sessions show a drop in oral-answer questions.
Hie pressure of the tense years preceding the First World 'A-̂r 
brought a still further incre.se in the number of questions. There were 
over sixteen thousand questions in the 1912-13 session of Parliament.^1 
During the war years the number of starred questions remained at a high 
level, probably because the emergency operation of the Government and 
Parliament closed the normal channels of procedure to the private member, 
ll/hen the daily limit for members was lowered from eight to four and then 
to three, there was a drop in the number of starred q u e s t i o n s . 22 Probably 
the end of the war had as much to do with the drop as did the reduction 
of the daily limit. Whatever the cause t-iere were only some eleven 
thousand questions in the regular session of 1921.23 The number 
of questions rose again during the Labour Government of Ramsay MacDonald.
But under the National Government of the same Prime Minister the starred 
questions dropped a g a i n . 24 The Conservative Government of Stanley Baldwin 
and the National Governments of MacDonald and Baldwin produced relatively 
fewer starred questions than the year after the Czechoslovakian crisis 
when starred questions rose above fifteen thousand.25
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The English question hour has not been successfully imitated either
in France or Germany. However, since 1909 the Fwnch Chamber of Deputies
has made use of the question for written answer. The German Reichstag
after 1922 used a form of question in which only the members signing the
question received the answer and neither question nor answer was
printed.^^ Numerically the question for written answer in the French
Chamber of Deputies measures up to the unstarred (written-answer) question
28in the English Housfe of Commons. An examination of the questions for
written answer in the French Chamber of Deputies reveals that most of
them are of personal dnd local concern and of little use as instruments
29 , ,
of control, although widely used by all political groups. One would 
reach a similar conclusion about the usefulness of unstarred questions 
as instruments of control in the English House of Commons. The only 
criticism made in England is that the unstarrâd question is not employed 
as frequently as it should be thus resulting in unnecessary starred 
questions being asked.
Mrs. M. B. Fox has analyzed 520 questions asked in the House of
Commons in i860. A comparison with my analysis of 9,366 starred questions
asked in 1929-30 reveals the tremendous expansion of question hour
since 1860.^^ The average number of starred questions on the Paper
each parliamentary day in 1929-30 was 93. I estimate that only 63 were
answered on the average. There was an average of 74 supplementary
questions asked each parliamentary day in 1929-30 compared to a total
of 48 supplementary questions for the whole session of i860. The failure
of Hansard to report all questions and supplementaries at this time may
explain the small number of supplementary questions reported by Mrs.
Fox, who made her study from Hansard. This probably also accounts for
31Mrs. Fox reporting only 520 questions while Redlich reported 699.
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When time runs out or when the question is not answered because 
the questioner is absent, the answers to starred questions not answered 
at question time are printed along v/ith the answers to unstarred questions, 
For the convenience of uhe House of Commons a Minister may print long 
complicated answers instead of reading them out in the House— thus 
amounting to a transfer of a starred into an unstarred question. The 
average number of starred questions not reached for a parliamentary day 
was 30 during the 1929-30 session of Parliament— amounting to 4,541 for 
the whole session of a total of 13,097 starred ques+ions. The average 
number not reached during a four week period of 1939 was 44.82 This 
official compilation showed an average of 119 starred questions each 
parliamentary day of which the average number reached at question hour 
was 75. It was also reported that the average number of supplementary 
questions each question day was 82.5. A comparison of the number of 
unstarred questions and the number of questions given written answer 
produces the following estimates of the number of starred questions 
given written answer :
Year No. of starred 
questions given 
written answer 33
Year No. of starred 
questions given 
written answer 33
1924-25 2,388 1929-30 3, $19
1926 1,341 1930-31* 1,589
1927 1,172 1931-32 786
1928 940 1932-33 941
1928-29 1 ,2 8 3
*This is an underestimate as data for whole session were used for 
unstarred questions but only to August, 1931 for questions given written 
answer.
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The number of questions directed to a Minister reflect the public 
interest in the department for which he is responsible.84 The Prime 
Minister and the heads of the major departments answer the bulk of 
questions. In 1929-30 it was the Foreign Secretary who stood first 
on the list with 1 ,4 8 2 starred and supplementary questions answered at 
question hour. The Prime Minister answered 1,018 starred and supple­
mentary questions, but his record was exceeded by both the Minister of 
Labour and the Minister of Health.85 The total number of questions 
was smaller from 1924 to 1929 for each session but it was usuall^r the 
same Ministers who were most questioned.36 The same ooservation would 
hold for the sessions of 1931-32 and 1932-33. The Minister of Transport 
and the Postmaster-General are not so busy at question hour out they 
give more answers in writing than some of the Ministers who outrank them 
numerically at question hour. Likewise the Prime Minister, n’oreign 
Secretary, and Secretary for India do not rank as high numerically in 
questions given written answer as in oral ones.37 The range of subject 
matter is narrower v/ith written-answer questions than it is with oral- 
answer ones. The lower numerical rank of Postmaster-General and 
Minister of Transport at question hour may be explained by their coming 
near the end of the schedule of Ministers for oral-answer questions. 88 
It is also probable that more matters of local and personal interest fall 
within the responsibility of these two Ministers.
A study of the 1929-30 session reveals that l4 per cent of the 
starred and supplementary questions were in the realm of loreigh affairs 
and that 7 per cent of the questions concerned R u s s i a . dO Because of 
the difficulties associated with the depression we find 12 per cent of 
the questions concerned with labor, unemployment, and relief. The
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interest in the tsritish Commonwealth of Nations and in the problems 
of India is reflected in the 12 per cent of all questions which were 
concerned with imperial affairs. It is interesting tliat many subjects 
attracted just about the same amount of interest. There was about 4 
per cent of all st;irred and supplementary ou estions asked in each of the 
following fields: Navy, trade and commerce, agriculture, education,
Scotland, business of the House of Commor s, ind.ustry, nd internal 
affairs (including prisons, courts, and immigration).
Most of the members of the House of Commons ask few or no Questions. 
A handful of members such as Harry Day, Labour, Sir Kingsley Wood, 
Conservative, and Lieutenant Commander Kenworthy, Labour ask hundreds 
each session.4l With the exception of these tvro Labour members most 
of the persistent questioners from 1929 to 1931 were members of the 
Conservative Opposition Party. During the Baldwin Government from 
1924 to 1929 there were a few Laoour members who asked more than a 
hundred questions each s e s s i o n . 42 % e  reputation of Harry Day is 
revealed by the caant Vfhich sometimes greeted him in the House of 
Commons, "another D a y . "43 Gibson Bowles, and "weary" Weir who sat for 
Ross and Cromarty from 1892 to 1911 are champion questioners of an 
earlier day,̂ i4 Perhaps one of the most significant facts about who 
asked questions in the 1929-30 session is that 14 per cent of the 
starred and supplementary questions were put by former Ministers.45 it 
is also to be observed that several members specialized on one or two
subjects— often lying within their responsibilities when they were 
themselves Ministers«48
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The importance of political parties at question hour can he 
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Ind 5 0.8 0 0.0 19 0.2 34 0.3 53 0.25
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TOTAL 610 . 110 9,406 11,211 20,707
-uRobert ;v. McCulloch, ‘n.estion Time in the British House of Commons, '
27 American Political ocience Review 97h (December, 1933). This compilation 
was inaie from Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons, ol., 2if— ’43 (June 25, 192? to 
lU-'Ust 1, 1930) .
• ■ arty strength is based on Pa rllament.-.r.y Gazette, No. 23, Sent ember, 
1 ? 3 p .  33. C is Conservative Part.y: Lab, Labour Party; L, liberal 
Party; Ind, Independent; Co-op, Co-operator— affiliated with Labour Party,
No data arc included for two Irish Nationalist members. Three s-rP.s were 
vacant, t..o of which had been Labour seats and one Conservative. These 
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Party Seats ,Answer mentary Answer Total Seats Questions
Conservative 458 339 3Q3 39 581 75.0 48.0
Nat. Liberal 35 26 24 2 52 6.0 5.0
Labour 53 264 219 31 514 9.0 43.0
Nat. Labour 13 1 0 0 1 2.0 0.08
Liberal 32 30 24 1 . 55 6.0 5.0
Total 591 660------- 470 73 1203
From the evidence there is no doubt that the Official Opposition makes 
extensive use of question hour. A complaint made by a Liberal Mamber of 
Parliament in 1929 aroused my interest. l%en the Speaker suggested that 
it might become necessary to li:-d t the use of the supplementary question, 
this Liberal said:
If we are to be asked to curtail supplementary questions, may 
we in turn say to the Prime Minister that, since it is normally 
the right of the Opposition to put questions, the right hoh. Gentle­
man should appeal to his own Back Benchers to put fewer questions on
the Paper.47
A comparison of the table for 1929-30 and that of 1932 bears out the 
assumption of this Liberal Member of Parliament that Labour backbench 
members ask more questions when their party is in power than do the 
members of the Conservative Party under a Conservative Government.
•«■William Carter Lucas made this study for the uate Prof. J. R. Hayden 
at the University of Michigan from Pari. Deb. ^ . , Commons (May and June, 
1932). The total membership of the House of Commons in 1932 was 6l5.
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To be sure any partyin the opposition asks Tore Questions than when it
is in power, but members of the Laboir-’ tarty stil t ask a sat-stantial
number of questions even when their p-arty is in novr-r. A oomnarison
o" the 1929-30 session with bay anO June of 1931-32 session shows
clearly the more active role o" jr.oouu a chi'en che os '.when La-'our is in
power an' the le so active role o:'' Conservative backbenchers when there
is a Conservative Oovernment. This co-'oarison is put on a basis o'"
] A100 'In or .1er to .racillt-ite accuracy.^''
1929-30 May, June, 1932 (1931-32 session)
Party* Average ho. of 
questions per 
member
-ivera ' 0 no. of 
questions per 
member for 100 
question days
iLvera-'-e To. of < 






"0 lo. 0 
ions per 
r for 100 
ion days
0 1 ®
rH ^0 m 0 0 O  0
1® 0 iH 0A-P A  0 0 ® W  S
iH04-3OFh
0 1 ©rH ^ 0 CO 0 0 O  0
1





H  ^0 CO
0 0 O  0
1 ^® 0 iH 0Pt-P A  0




0  0 00 ©1 ^ 0 CO







rH ^0 W 0 0 O  0
'
0©
Ët—1 ^A  0Pi 0 0 4-3 
CO
0 00 ©1 &
0  «O 0 k; 0
rH0
4-3OEh





Lab 12 12 24 8 8 16 5.0 4.1 .6 9.7 1.9 30.3
Co-op 5 2.5 7 3 2 5
.3
2.8





L 21 21 43 14 14 29 .9 .75 2.3 .1 5.1
NL .7 .7 .06 1.5 2.2 2.2 .2 4.7
Ind 2 7 11 1.3 5 7
— — — — — — —— -----— —
'Kj, C onser''?’ativ e ; La, .̂ abour; Co-op, G o— ope ra t or : cLa, i.ati'.nal i-akîour; 
L, Liberal: NL, it tional Liberal; Ind, Independent. Basel on 32 of 123 
question days in 1930-31 session and on 149 of l49 questionkays in 1929-3 0.
-'HsThe Co-operator group were supporting the Labour dovernnent in 1929-3 0,
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From the above comparison we see that the average per Laoour member 
forthe 1929-30 session was sixteen questions every hundred questions days. 
When the National Government was in power in 1932, the Conservative Party 
memoers asked four and four-tenths questions per member for each one 
hundred question days. The Labour Party in the Opposition had almost the 
same average per member for each hundred question days as did the 
Conservative Party in the Opposition in 1929-30. It .aight be said that 
the curiosity of Conservative members declines wnen they cross from 
the Opposition side of the House to rhc- Government side. There is 
a spectacular decline in the number of supplementary questions put by 
Conservative members from eighteen per memner for each one hundred 
question days in 1929-30 when the party was in the Opposition to 
just over one per raemoer for each hundred question days in 1932 when 
the Conservative Party dominated the National Government. The increase 
in mmber of supplenientary questions by Laoour Members when they went 
into the Opposition was about one-half from eight to rtwelve and eight- 
tenths. The conclusions from this evidence of the use of questions 
by the political parties can be expressed in ratios. Conservative Party 
members ask seven tries as many questions when they are in the Opposition 
as they do wnen they are in power; Labour members ask only twice as 
many questions out of power as in power. It may be concluded that the 
Labour Party member must find question hour a convenient time to spur 
his leaders on to action. There are those who feel that the individual 
Labour member is unwilling to oecome a mere cipher in the party machine 
in the same way Conservative Party memoers do. It was the multiplication
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of the number of questions asked by Conservative members when they 
went out of power and the continued use of questions by Labour, 
members which brought about the large number of questions during the 
Labour Government's tenure. It was the decline of questions from 
the Conservative side, and the smal size of the Labour Opposition 
which brought the marked drop in total number of questions after 1931.
The cost of questions in time and money is considerable. Each 
session of Parliament sees six to ei^teen thousand queries. These 
must be processed in the proper departments where they take time away 
from departmental activities. Parliament's printing costs are increased. 
There have been well over a half million questions since 1900. This 
mi^t be measured as a monetary expense at one half million sterling,
if we accept the estimate of Sir Horace Dawkins of one pound sterling
49for each question. This seems a small cost indeed for an institution 
which has made a signal contribution to the efficiency of representative 
democracy. Stanley Baldwin expressed the view of most Members of 
Parliament when he said, "It is no doubt true that considerable 
expenditure of time and money is involved in answering Parliamentaiy 
Questions." He thought, however, that it was not the wish of the 
House of Commons "that the Government should take steps to curtail 
Members' rights to question M i ni s te r s . C i v i l  servants too recognize 
the value of question hour. The cost is little indeed compared to
the vaL ue of question hour.
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The extensive use of question hour and the great public interest 
it arouses both assure the continuation of the institution. By 
contrast, the disuse of the ^nglish interpellation (the motion to 
adjourn provided by Standing Order No. 8) has reduced it to an 
insignificant role in the House of Commons. Since 1920 this form has 
scarcely been used, although it should be pointed out that from 1919
51to 1939 over sixty motions were refused by the Speaker. The decline
of the adjournment motion began in 1882 when the right to make the motion
came under strict control of the Speaker, and when the support of forty
members was first required. The value of the institution to the private
member was seriously impaired in 1902 when the debate was separated
from the motion and was postponed to a less important and less interesting
part of the sitting. A third force which worked to impair the importance of
discussions under this form of proceeding was the increasing reluctance
of the Speaker after 1919 to permit the motion to be made and his insitance
that matters be raised at other appropriate occasions. In 1935 Lieutenant-
Colonel Heneage pointed out that the motion had been permitted only six
52times in ten years. Prime Minister Baldwin himself recognized the decline
of the adjournment motion as a form of criticism of the government but
hs concluded that it would be difficult to allow greater freedom in
moving the adjournment under Standing Order No. 8 without it becoming
53"an intolerable btirden on the whole House."
The use of questions and interpellations in the German Reichstag 
forces us to conclude that these forms of procedure did not have any 
substantial importance in the practice of responsible democratic
-162-
government in Weimar G e r m a n y . I n  the French Chamber of Deputies, 
the interpellation assumed a most important role in representative 
government— being in fact the very heart of responsible parliamentary
55government. The oral question was infrequently used and of no 
significance. The written question and answer attained a position 
of importance in the practice of the Chamber of Deputies « The written- 
answer (unstarred) question continues a useful and valued procedure 
in the House of Commons, but the discussions under Standing Order No.
8 (adjournment motion to discuss a matter of urgent public importance) 
have lost almost all significance. It is question hour which is the 
outstanding characteristic of the House of Commons and of English 
parliamentary democracy. Question hour has demonstrated its usefulness 
as a means of control over the Government. It is important to the 
private member whether he is a member of the Government party or is 
in opposition to the Government. It can be used with telling effect 
by the Official Opposition or by smaller opposition groups. It is 
an efficient channel for informed criticism by specialists and former 
Ministers. It'is the last line of defense of the private member.
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IJotices of Motions, 1835»
2 51Of* supra, p.
%arry Graham, Mother of Parliaments (1910), p. 2I4I.
^Josef Redlich, The Procedure of the House of Commons (I9O8 ), II, 244. 
Henry W. Lucy, A Popular Handbook of Parliamentary Procedure
(1880), p. 72. ----------
^Redlich, op. cit., II, 24u.
7Lucy, op. cit., n. 72.
0Redlich, op. cit., II, 2uh.
55-38Cf. supra, pp. aK-jK, 
:̂ ®Cf. supra, p. mm.
^^Cf. supra, pp. .
^^Cf. infra, p. The number in I087 was 5,030.
II 254Cf. infra, p. ##*. Between 1887 and I9OI the mmber of questions
fluctuated between 2,900 and 6,500. The 6,534 in 1893-94 session were
due in part to the long session, 226 parliamentary days.
14.Of. infra, pp. There were 52 questions in the National
Assembly in I87I.
/
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15 254Cf. infra, p. m m ,
l^Cf. supra, pp. In 1903 there were 2,544 starred questions
in 115 parliamentary days compared to 6,448 questions asked in the 118 
days of the 1901 session. The 3,719 starred questions in the 124 days 
of the 1904 session were not much smaller than the 5 ,1 0 6 questions asked 
in the 124 days of the 1900 session. In 1904 in addition to the starred 
questions there were 2 ,2 1 4 unstarred questions making a total in that 
session of 5,933 starred and unstarred questions combined. Cf. infra,
254
^^Cf. infra, p. In 1902 there were 1,774 unstarred questions
in 102 parliamentary days and in 1913 there were 3,630, in 171 days.
There were 4,120 starred questions in 114 parliamentary days in 
1905 compared to 8,6l4 in the 156 days of 1906.
19p„ 88-89Cf. supra, pp. jMt-üÉ.
20 254Cf. infra, p. mm. In the 171 days of the 1908 session there
were 10,181 starred questions; in 1909 there were 8,799 starred questions 
in 179 days; in 1910 there were 6,002 starred questions in 102 days.
2116 ,127 starred questions in 206 parliamentary days.
22Cf. supra, pp.
:̂)cf. infra, p.
^^There were 13,907 starred questions in 189 parliamentary days 
in the 1929-30 session compared to 8,259 in the 155 days of the 1931^32 
session.
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25There were 15,191 starred questions in the 200 parliamentary 
days of the 1938-39 session.
26
The use of oral questions in the French Chamber of Deputies 
remained about the same after 1900 that it had been before then. The 
largest number of oral questions was forty-nine in the ordinary session 
of 1927, but there were several sessions during which not a single 
oral question was asked. Cf. infra, pp.
27
The use of oral-answer questions came to an end in the Reichstag 
in 1922. The oral-answer question had been introduced in the Reichstag 
in 1912. There were m  questions in 1915 compared to 890 in 1920 
under the Weimar Constitution. The largest number of questions since 
the written-answer question replaced the oral-answer question in 1922 
was 107 in 1925* After 1922 in the Reichstag neither the question nor 
the answer was printed. The answers were furnished only to the members 
who had signed the question (fifteen signatures were required).
28 ^
PP* SK'wBBPi In the Anglish House of Commons the
number of unstarred questions from 1902 (the year when instarred questions 
were created) through the session of 1.9kh-hS was 112,5?7. There were 
only 1 ,017 unstarred questions in the IJ4.3 parliamentary days of 1932-33 
compared to the U,^20 asked in the I89 days of 1929-30. The largest 
combined total of starred and unstarred questions was 20,523 in the 
163 parliamentary days of 1919, followed closely by the 18,32? asked 
in 189 parliamentary days in 1929-30. In the Chamber of Deputies there 
were 96,646 written questions from I909 to 1933* The yearly average was 
1,085 from 1910 to 1914. Therewere 6,897 written questions in I915 and 
3,599 in 1931.
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29 ilCf. infra, p. Normas Currin made a study of 1,423 written
questions in the French Chamber of Deputies for 1929. He reported that
579, 41.9 per cent, concerned the civil service; 310, 21.8 per cent,
concerned taxes; and 179, 12.4 per cent, concerned pensions.
Of. infra, pp.
31
Redlich, og. cit., II, 244.
32
353 Pari. Beb. 5s., Commons 1035-1036 (November 29, 1939). Since 
Parliament did not meet on Mondays during the war, there were only three 
question periods each week.





Cf. infra, p . ils.
Cf. infra, p.
^^Cf. infra, pp. mSnmi.
255Cf. infra, p. i h  for order of questions in force in 1930.
39
The written-answer questions in the French Chamber of Deputies 
were even more restricted in range of subject matter and more exclusively 
local and personal. Questions in the German Reichstag were almost 
completely without significance, since they did not get any attention 
at Reichstag sessions nor were they even printed. The i-ule was adopted 
in 1929 that the Government could have a question put on the agenda for
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ânswer in the Reichstag. From then until March, 1933 (when the 
Reichstag ceased to function as a question-asking body) only one 
question (No. 5l in the Fourth Reichstag, 1928-30) was dealt with by 
this procedure. The author agrees with Ernst Gtinther Hoppe, Die kleine 
Anfrage im Deutschen Reichstage(l930), pp. 64, 66-67, 70, that questions 




42 252Cf. infra p. am.
43
W. I Jennings, Parliament (1940), p. 92.
44
Times (London), November 22, 1939, p. 9: November 24, 1939, p. 6.
45
My own study of the 1929-30 records produced the following 
results: No. of former Ministers asking questions, 30; No. of private 
notice questions asked 30 (34.0 per cent of total); No. of starred 
questions asked 1, 026 (10.9 per cent of total); No. of supplementary 
questions asked 1, 896 (17.O per cent of total); Total No. of all kinds 
of questions asked 2, 952 (l4.0 per cent of total). See Robert W. 
McCulloch, "Question Time in the British House of Commons," 27 American 
Political Science Review 974 (December, 1933). This compilation was 
made from Pari. Deb. ^., Commons, Vols, 229-243 (June 25, 1929 to 
August 1, 1930),
^ Cf. infra, pp. m M m .
47
Ernest Brown, 230 Pari. Deb. 5s., Commons 627 (July 18, 1939).
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questions are asked only Monday throu^ Thursday,
I have counted question days, therefore,as Monday throu^i Thursday, 
excluding Friday sittings,
49
In a personal letter. Sir Horace Dawkins estimated the cost at 
one pound sterling for each question. Michael MacDonagh, The Pageant 
of Parnament (1921), I, 243, credits the Committee on National Expendi­
ture with the report during the World War (1914-1918) that "each question 
costs the country thirty shillings."
50
l6l Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons 1?49 (March 15, 1923).
51
Cf. jjifra, p. The motion to adjourn to discuss "a definite
matter of urgent public importance" was regulated by Standing Order No. 9
from its adoption in 1882 until 1387. Its number was 17 from 1888 until
1902. It was No. 10 from 1902 until 1933, when it assumed its present 
number, 8.
52
304 Pari. Deb. ^., Commons 2847-2848 (August 1, 1935).
53
IMd. See in similar vein Third Report from the Select 
C^mMttee on ̂ ;ocedure (1946), (No. 189), p. 18. The Committee said:
...In the course of time, however, it has become increasingly
difficult to obtain a motion under the Standing Order, and in
10 the period 1921 to 1939 the average number of motions allowed 
per session fell to l|.
55. This progressive decline in the availability of the 
procedure under Standing Order No. 8 suggested the desirability 
of amending the Standing Order to enable more motions to be accepted.
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The 1946 Committee, however, did not recommend any relaxation of the 
rules, although it did suggest that refusal of motions under the rule 
that nothing was involved except "the ordinary administration of law" 
should apply only to the administration of justice in courts of law and 
not to ordinary administration of government departments.
54
Before 1912 the interpellation was used infrequently in the 
German Reichstag ^ e e  Leonid Katz, Das parlamentarische Interpellations- 
recht (1913), p. 977. Between 1912 and 1919 the interpellation coule oe 
closed with a resolution out could not involve political consequences 
since the Chancellor was not responsible to the Reic.istag. With the 
development of responsible parliamentary government in Germany the 
number of interpellations increased, at least until 1928 (cf. infra, 
pp. Many of these however were not discussed at all or
only as a part of discussions of the budget of the government. Paul 
Marten, Die Interpellation im Reichstag (1932), pp. 42-44, felt that 
this latter practice undermined the effectiveness of the interpellation.
He points out (ibid., p. 37) that only five interpellations were 
discussed separately from other interpellations or other parliamentary 
proceedings between 1924 and 1928; and only six from 1928 to 1930.
From 1930 to 1932 not a single interpellation was discussed separately 
from other parliamentary business. There were twelve interpellations 
from 1932 up through the rise of Hitler, but not one of them was discussed, 
The political insignificance of the interpellation in the Reichstag is 
demonstrated by the fact that not a single interpellation was closed 
with a.resolution expressing the attitude of the Reichstag between 
1920 and 1933 (cf. infra, pp. a ^jOH). Marten, op. cik»^ p. 47, 
found 287 of interpellations from 1920 to 1928 put by opposition parties 
and 122 by government parties. From 1926 to 1933 (Cf. infra, p. j m )
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172 were put by the opposition parties and 70 by the government parties. 
The Communist and Nationalist parties were the most active.
55
There was a marked increase in the use of the interpellation 
in the Chamber of Deputies from 1871 to 1936 (cf infra, p. .
Periods of numerous interpellations were World War I (1914-1918) and 
the depression (1930-1934). Many interpellations are never debated 
in the Chamber at all (cf. infra, pp. tnt-MÊn) • From 1924 to 1928 
over three hundred interpellations were considered only briefly on 
the question of setting the date for the debate to take place. One 
hundred of these were closed by formal resolution (ordre du jour).
Only 133 of 844 interpellations received full debate, and 113 were 
closed with formal resolution after the debate. Marcel Cachin, Communist 
put 36 of the interpellations during this period and together with 48 
other deputies put 469 of the 844 interpellations (cf. infra, pp. 
iiiê-ââ^)« The Socialist and Communist groups put 401 of 844 inter­
pellations from 1924 to 1928 (cf. infra, pp. ^ % ^ ) .  The parties 
represented in the Cabinet put 263 of the 844 interpellations.
CHAPTER XI 
QUESTION HOUR AND THE ADMINISTRATION*
•When a Minister rises in the House of Commons to read his carefully
worded reply to a question, he gives the impression of omniscience.
It is the staffs of the various departments that are really on the front
bench at question hour. The real relationship is often illustrated by
the story, told in many different forms, of the Minister idio was not
familiar with the answer he was reading and read the answer and the
notes appended by his staff to guide him in his reply to supplementary
questions. The notes are essential, but the result is devastating when
1
the Minister reads too much. When Sir William Joynson-Hicks was Under 
Secretary of State for Home Affairs, the daily edition of Hansard is 
said to have carried a short answer, such as, "The answer is in the 
negative." However, he continued in this vein, "This member is becoming 
a nuisance; something should be done to put a curb on his activities." 
The slip was eliminated in the bound volume of Hansard. On another 
occasion a Minister read the answer to a question which had been passed 
over as the answer to the next question. Neither the Minister nor the 
member observed the mistake, and the member was apparently satisfied 
with the answer. This mistake was eliminated by the reporters and did 
not appear in Hansard.
*Based on interviews in London in 1 9 3 3  and 1 9 3 4 .
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-1 7 2 -
To answer a large number of questions within twenty-four hours re­
quires an efficient and smooth-running organization. In France the de­
partments were allowed three weeks to get answers to written questions—  
oral questions were infrequently used. In Germany two weeks were allowed 
for answering questions. In England the departments answer from one hundred 
totwo hundred questions each day. Most of these questions come to the 
notice of the department only the day previous to their being answered in 
the House of Commons. The dispatch with which these questions are handled
has added much to the reputation of the ^nglish civil service for effect-
2iveness and efficiency.
The administrative procedure involved in answering a parliamentary 
question is similar in all departments. Every important branch of every 
department or agency gets the Notice Paper of the House of Commons in 
which notice of all starred and unstarred questions appears. In the case 
of starred questions and possibly also of unstarred questions the day on 
which the answer is expected is indicated. A clerk— sometimes called the 
registry clerk— in each department goes over each day’s Notice Paper and 
calls to the attention of any branch of the department questions within 
the competence of that branch. In this branch of the department, the 
question will be referred to the clerk responsible for the subject with 
which the question deals. It is the clerk who will dig out the informa- 
^icn, or have it dug out for him, and draft the answer to the question.
At this first stageiin the process, he also appends to the draft answer 
any notes which mi^t assist in dealing with supplementary questions.
This draft answer and the notes appended to it are now referred to the 
principal of the section in which the clerk was located. The principal 
may approve the draft with or without additions. He then sends it to the
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assistant secretary vAio is responsible for the subject matter of the ques­
tion, The assistant secretary has already been informed of the question 
by the registry clerk (or his equivalent). It is his responsibility to 
put the question in its final form. In a majority of cases the draft of 
the question which the principal approved is simply checked and sent on 
to the Permanent Under Secretary (or his equivalent). Unless the question 
should raise some important matter, he rarely does more than glance throu^ 
the question to see that it is in good form. In turn, he passes the ques­
tion and the supplementary notes to the Minister, or to his Parliamentaiy 
Secretary* or possibly to his private secretary. Should the question raise 
matters with which the Minister is not familiar or of unusual importance, 
he may consult the ranking officials in his department before he goes into 
the House to give the answer. The Minister represents his department and 
answers in the language of the civil service.
The Statistical Office of Customs and Excises was not responsible 
to Parliament in 1934. Yet in the Bill of Entry Section of the Office 
a clerk followed the Notice Paper each day to find what questions mi^t 
require information from the Statistical Office. Since no Minister was 
responsible for the Office, these questions, actually, would have been 
directed to some department for which a Minister was responsible. %hen 
a question was discovered on the Notice Paper for which the Statistical 
Office had the data and information requisite for a reply, contact was 
established with the department to which the question was addressed to 
learn if it had the information requested. If the department did not 
have the information to answer the question, the Statistical Office pre­
pared an answer and transmitted it by telephone or special messenger to 
the department responsible for the answer#
—17 ly-
The officials who prepare the answers to questions asked in the 
House of Commons are generally in agreement that half or more of the 
questions with which they deal are useless, a waste of time and money, 
and a handicap to the efficiency of the service— in short a nuisance. 
Every official with whom I talked was equally convinced that the ques­
tions which were useful more than justified the time, trouble, and money 
spent on question hour. As one official put it, "Try to imagine the 
House of Commons without question hour." Another, in this case a private 
secretary to a member of the Government, thought the removal of question 
hour V'jould not bring immediate detriment to the civil service, but he was 
convinced that in the long run the absence of question hour would be un­
desirable and would undermine the honesty, efficiency, and effectiveness 
of the service. He said that question hour kept the admnistration on 
their toes. It was the opinion of civil servants themselves that those 
employed in the public service were naturally cautious, honest, and care­
ful and that they were no more careful in dealing with questions than 
with other matters for which their department was responsible.
The feeling that question hour keeps the civil servant "up to the 
mark" was voiced in the select committee investigating procedure in 1931. 
Douglas Hacking, member of the committee, directing his question to 
Stanley Baldwin, said, "That hour is dreaded more than any other by the 
Civil Servants, and it keeps them up to the mark much better than any 
other way which anybody could suggest?" Baldwin replied, "It is a very 
expensive hour. There is no more unalienable right, and it is regarded 
as such by the private Members of the House of bommons, than that right 
of putting questions to Ministers."^ Ramsay Muir says that questions
"probably have the effect of Increasing the red-tape of the Departments, 
since, being liable to be fired at on every kind of minute point, offi­
cials are bound to feel their chief safeguard is rigid punctilio in 
sticking to the r u l e s . L o w e l l  thought that question hour made its great­
est contribution by preventing the growth of the bureaucratic spirit.^
One serious drawback to question hour is the pressure which it 
puts at critical points in the administrative machinery. During the 
Boer war, it was the Vfer Office which felt the constant pressure from 
question hour. It might be some seemingly insignificant inquiry by a 
Member of Parliament which would jam. the channels of communication.&
Perhaps the Foreign Office in recent years has been most plagued by 
questions at times when it needed its full facilities to deal with diffi­
cult questions of diplomacy. The members sense that something big is on 
foot and put a series of questions which upset the routine of the depart­
ment and take the valuable time of ranking departmental officials. This 
prevents them from giving full time and attention to the delicate nego­
tiations about which questions have been asked. Questions have right 
of way and other matters must be sidetracked to make way for the questions 
of curious Members of Parliament. During the tenure of Arthur Henderson 
as Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs the Foreign Office was flooded 
with nuestions about Russia and relations with Russia. This took the time 
of the Secretary, Under Secretary and ranking permanent officials on Monday 
and Wednesday mornings, and often on Tuesday nights as well— the Foreign 
Office stands second on the question list on Monday and first on 'Wednesday.7 
The pressure was put on the Embassy staff in Moscow as well as on the Foreign 
Office in London. The Embassy staff in Moscow was kept busy hours on end 
digging up answers for curious Members of Parliament. In other dep&itments 
the burden is lighter because there is not the necessity for careful con­
sultation before answering questions, and also because there are fewer quee-
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tions to marry other departments. One official in London made the sug­
gestion to me that each department which'was popular at question hour 
should have a permanent staff member available for consultation loith 
the Minister— thus releasing the time and energy of the ranking perma­
nent officials for important administrative matters.
One per.ianent of : icial suggested to me that the details of service—  
particularly in departments like the Post Office— should be considered 
outside the scope of question hour, as are details of service connected 
with the pritish broadcasting Corporation.^ It -as his belief that this 
would result in the savin-; of time and money. He estimated that nine of the 
t'oenty questions put to the Post Office from December U to December 20, 1933 
were purely local and personal matters. He thou^jat these should be dealt with 
by other less e^cpcnsivo and less formal methods. This would mean the removal 
of details from the responsibility of both Minister and Parliament. The 
Minister vrould then be responsible only for general policy, and for the 
efficient conduct of his department, and ParlLament vrould in turn be 
concerned with these two but not with the day-to-day details of the ser­
vice rendered. It was argued that this would save the time of Parliament 
and of the department. Aside from the difficulty of distinguishing be­
tween detail and principle there is a real danger in t is proposal, I ?m 
inclined to agree with Harold Laski that, "The real d anger that confronts 
the official is his constant liability to be separated from. ..lay opinion."9 
If matters of routine administration are removed from the responsibility 
of the Minister and of Parliament, an - are excluded from the scope of 
question hour, the effectiveness of this device in maintaining this contact
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with "lay opinion" is underminded. At least one official in London would 
agree with this point of view. He thou^t that even questions on private 
and personal matters served a useful purpose, and that most questions were 
reasonable. It was his opinion that since often matters of seeming little 
moment involved principles of the greatest importance, it should be left 
to the discretion of the individual Member of Parliament udiether to deal 
with a question by correspondence, written-answer question, or by oral- 
answer question at question hour, (Certainly the private member ha* little 
enough left to justify his existence.) He said that most officials wel­
comed questions, even with their disagreeable consequences, as an indic­
ation of the state of public feeling. Although questions consume time 
and money, and are often a nuisance, they make possible the control of the 
vast and complicated administrative machinery of modern government. Frank 
C. B. Elliott, who spent most of his official life with the Metropolitan 
Police, thinks questions are desirable as a means of avoiding injustice and
abuse of the liberty of the subject and as a bulwark against tyranny, caprice, 
and injustice.
In England, a Parliament which is supreme according to accepted 
constitutional theory has lost its real power to a Government which acts in 
Its name. The real function of legislation and the supervision of admini­
stration are vested in the Government. To the Members of Parliament falls 
the function of control of Government and permanent administration. This 
function boils down to ventilation of grievance, extraction of information, 
and criticism of the administrative p r o c e s s . A s  we have already suggested, 
questions are the most satisfactory means of day-to-day control in the
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hands of the private member « H© may also find it convenient to resort to 
direct correspondence, and, infrequently, interviews, but the question is 
the heart of Parliamentary control in England.
Sir Henry Bunbury suggested to me in 1934 that there were four basic 
types of questions: (l) Those seeking publicity for the member asking them,
(2) Political questions— those seeking to embarrass the Government, (3)
Those arising out of a genuine desire for information, (h) Friendly ques­
tions often put at the suggestion of the Minister, and sometimes drafted 
by his staff.
It is apparent that the questions of many of those members who con­
ceive their whole Parliamentary duty as being to put their three questions 
each question day would fall in the first category. Harry Day, and J. M. 
Kenworthy are illustrations of members who put their full quota of ques­
tions in the late thirties. Gibson Bowles and "weary" '/feir are members of 
an earlier day who used question hour regularly. We might call this the
champion questioners club. At least their constituents know they have been 
at London.
The usefulness of question hour for getting official information was 
demonstrated in the early thirties by a Labour question. Dr. Herman Finer, 
then of the London School of Economics and Political Science, was working 
on a revision of local government for the Labour Party. Since he needed 
information about the duties of local authorities under the supervision of 
the Ministry of Health, a question by a Labour Member of Parliament 
provided the information which contributed to the plans of the Labour 
Party for the reform of local government.
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Many questions put by Government backbenchers fall into the fourth 
category— they are friendly questions. This is a convenient way to make 
a statement about the activities of a department. Likewise it is a use­
ful means of securing publicity for the department. The press coverage 
of question hour makes it an ideal time to make statements with the most 
telling effect. It prevents them from being buried in the mass of detail 
of a debate, and it also lends them more color than u. mere announcement 
by the department concerned. In this respect, question hour serves ade­
quately a function similar to the Presidential and departmental press 
conferences in the United States,
The political question, our second category, is the most colorful 
of all types, A considerable amount of organization lies behind these 
questions. A party organization usually inspires and directs the use 
of cuestion hour as a political weapon. The member best suited to ask­
ing the question is selected. Members most effective for putting supple­
mentary questions are contacted. V/hen used in this way, the question 
becomes a weapon of parliamentary opposition of real power. In 1937 the 
weakness of the Labour Party in using question hour for political oppo­
sition was pointed out by Emenuel Shinwell. He proposed that:
There should be some kind of a central bureau for the 
examination of questions to make certain that members in 
their enthusiasm do not blanket each other. It is suggest­
ed that Labour members before they put questions on the 
Order Paper should hand them in to the central bureau in 
order to prevent overlapping and to ensure that every af-
12ternoon Ministers are subjected to a well-organized barrage.
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The use of questions under the Labour Government by the Conservative 
Opposition from 1929 to 1931 suggested that there must have been some 
thought and organization put into these questions. To avoid asking 
questions which had already been asked was in itself no mean task, 
when it is reme^abered that there rrere -43 starred questions put on 
Russia alone in the 1929-30 session of P a r l i a m e n t . ^3
The uses to viiich questions are put are verier!, but at leest two 
other general purposes beyond the four categories suggested to the author 
by Sir Henry Eimburq/' should be noticed. :e have already suggested in the 
previous chapter that Labour Party backbenchers use question hour to put 
pressure on their own front b e n c h . O d d l y  enougli the other use to vriiich 
question hour has been put is to educate Ministers about tiie departments 
of which they are nominal heads. Douglas Hacking suggested to Stanley 
Baldwin in 1931 in the procedure co-mmittee that question hour might "be 
the means of calling the attention of the Minister to something going on 
in his Department, about vnich he may not have kncm anything?" Daldfdn 
replied to this question, "I think it /question hour/ is a very valuable 
thing."T5 This procedure would be useful both for those who objected to 
the activities of the department and to members of the staff who wished 
to attract the sympathetic interest of their Minister to what they were 
doing. Thus question hour may be used to make the Minister aware of the 
department which he is supposed to control. This offers a fertile field 
for the private member bent on serving some useful purpose. In making 
use of question hour. Members of Parliament can be expected toæ k  about 
"safe" matters and seldom take advantage of the real weaknesses of the
department. It would be agreed by most administrators that the best 
questions are seldom asked, for the private member usually misses the 
best opportunities to make a telling blow with questions.
Many questions are unimportant in themselves, but a few are of 
infinite importance. Everyone recognizes that the right to ask ques­
tions is important. Parliament exercises its role as "the grand inquest 
of the nation" as Lowell would say, through the effective use of question 
hour. The machinery is often abused, is often not devoted to worthy ends, 
but it is the only effective regular procedure by which Parliament may 
exercise its most important function of control.
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F, A. Ogg, English Government and Politics (1936), p. 454, 
quotes K. Ca ry _et al., The Developipent of the Civil Service, p. 229.
He reports the following as havin'; taken -l'.cc. dur in - the ' orld ' .ar 
(19l4“19l8). 1 he Minister in ans'Tormg a question said; "The answer
to the first part of the question is in the negative; the remaining 
p.̂ .rts, tneroiored, do not '̂ rise," Hero he should have stopred but he
is reported to have continued, "This member is being vergr tiresome_
to give him any information only v.hets his appetite for more."
2
Unstarred questions arc not answered with such speed, but may
frequently taxe several days or even two weeks,
3
Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, 7III (Ho. 161), Minutes of Evidence, 
p. 37 ( question 306).
4
How Britain is Governed (1930), p. 3l.
5
A. Lawrence Lowell, The Government of England (1926), 1, 189-190.
6
Henry H. Lucy, The j:alf-'urian Parliament, 1900-1905 (1906), p.. 153, 
reports a question by John-Dillon (so he thought) asking for the proportion 
of Roman Catholic chaplains to Catholic solrliers in the field, a question
which resulted in a request for a return from a beleaguered garrison of 
"the number of Roman Catholic soldiers in the Çoutli Lancashire Regiment."
7 255
Ci* infra, p. ^  ,
® 152Cf. supra, p. ,
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Harold J. Laski, Parliamentary Government in England (London, 1933), 
p. 346, says;
Civil Servants, lilce other hirnan beings, do in fact 
make mistakes, even grave ones; and the best method of con­
vincing the wuhlic of thoir bonr Tides is thofullost open­
ness ah ut their habits....
And this leads me to the insistence that just as the 
maximum publicity is desirable for achat may be termed offi­
cial thought, so is the m.asimum relation be h e  en civil service 
and oublie desirable sherever the exercise of a discretionary 
power, especially one that is secret in its nature, is en­
trusted to a department....
The real danger that confronts the official is his 
constant liability to be oenarrtcd f ro.a.. .lay opinion.
10
" uestions in rarliar.ent," 135 Fortniglitlg  ̂Rgviev: 341-348 
(March, 1934).
11
Laski, op. cit., pp. 165-167.
12






Parliament-r;'' Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No. l6l). Minutes of Evidence, 
p. 37 (question 308).
CHAPTER XII
LEGISLATIVE CONTROL IN THE U. S.
In the United States the state and national legislative bodies 
are not organized for legislative control. The common idea of them as
lawmaking bodies is revealed in the very name by which we call them—
1legislatures. Indeed there is much criticism when Congress concerns 
itself with an examination of how the agencies of government are 
functioning. Let Congress stick to its last. It should make laws.
Let it be admitted that there is greater opportunity for legislative 
bodies to share in the lawmaking process in the United States than 
there is in the parliamentary system. Opportunity alone has not been 
enough to preserve control of the legislative function for the so- 
called legislature. The administrative reorganization movement, the 
executive budget, and the rapid increase in executive power have 
modified our governmental practice in the direction of the parliamentary 
system without modifying the theoretical distinction between the parliaw 
mentary system and our own.
The LaFollette-Monroney joint committee of the United States Senate 
and House of Representatives recognized that "The formulation of 
legislation is no longer exclusively a congressional function." Half 
the bills "orginate in the Federal departments and bureaus and are later 
revised in committee to accord with congressional views." This coimnittee 
was convinced that "Congress was still responsible for sifting, testing,
— 1 8 4 —
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and debating all legislative proposals wherever they come from and 
for determining the final shape of public policy." Much of the reform 
which they proposed was designed to have "Congress play a larger part 
in preparing legislation and determining national policy," rather than 
with providing for effective legislative control over the government.
Because the President of the United States is usually a 
dominant political figure, and because of his constitutional share in 
legislation, he has evolved into a Prime Minister or "chief legislator."3
The President is in a strong position as compared to Congress. Some say
our system is out of balance.^ Roland Young says, "Almost all important
legislative policy is sponsored by the President." He also thinks that
a Congressman needs the sponsorship of the President to get a bill passed 
5into law. On the other hand. Congress does not have adequate means of
control since its procedure is designed to assist it in the lawmaking
process. "American lawmaking bodies lack adequate methods for getting
6information from the executive branch." The investigating committee is
the main method of procedure available for the exercise of legislative
control. It is ^particularly useful because it is not under control of
7the executive branch of government. The shortcomings of the Dies 
Committee on Un-American Activities and its successors have reduced the 
usefulness of this form of procedure.
The tremenduous expansion of the Federal Government during the 
recent war as well as during the New Deal has stimulated criticism of our 
government and evoked suggestions for improvement. Proposals vary from
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-fundamental reforms such as the cabinet type government proposed by 
Henry Hazlitt® to limited reforms such as the reduction in the number 
of standing committees and the increase èf Congressional salaries. 
Considerable attention has been given recently to tbhe relations of 
Congress to the administrative agencies and departments.? Improvement 
in these relations might be accomplished in several ways. More 
intimate contact between Congressional committees and administrative 
agencies may be the answer.^0 The responsibility would rest on 
committees and particularly on subcommittees of the appropriations 
committee to keep currently in touch I'vith the operation of particular 
administrative agencies. These "administrative hearings" mi^t be 
distinguished from the legislative hearings traditionally associated 
with the le.gislative process. Another recommendation is that informal 
conib-cts, oetween Congressmen and administrators should be arranged.Y1 
Informal meetings of this nature took place during the recent ;var— much 
of the information released was off the record. The creation of a 
council representing the majority party leaders in Congress to provide 
formal contact ?fith the President has also been suggested.Y2 Resoonsi- 
bility for legislative leadership would be placed on this group.
One proposal for closer legislative and executive relations which 
has received some support is the creation of some form of question hour 
or interpellation similar to the English question hour or the French 
interpellation.13 The plan proposed by Estes Kefauver attempts to 
avoid any conflict with the system of standing committees by making 
them responsible for receiving questions and notifying the departments 
concerned.14 The committee would also be responsible for getting the
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consent of the Committee on Rules to allot time for the question session. 
Each session would be controlled by one committee and there would be at
most one such question session each week. His plan has met with con-
15 16 siderable approval. Yet, it seems unlikely it will be adopted.
Congressman Kefauver maintained the plan would help administrators
understand the Congressional point of view and on the other hand would
also enable administrators to explain their problems and difficulties
17and justify their policies. Congress would benefit by having its 
importance established in the "public mind" through greater attention 
from press and radio. He thought administrators would be more responsible
and more careful in making decisions "if they knew they would be called
18upon to give an account of what they were doing before the House,"
It would save time for administrators by avoiding duplicate appearances
19before several committees. He summed up the advantages of his plan
by saying, "I believe that the question period would inform and rein-
vigorate both the legislative and administrative processes. It would
quicken the pace of government without disturbing the balance between the 
20two branches.
The Kefauver plan is a far cry from English question hour. It 
provides only limited opportunity for questioning the policies of the 
government since it occurs once eveiy two weeks or at oftenest every weêk. 
English question hour puts the government departments on the spot four 
times each week thus providing much greater public interest. The Kefauver 
plan permits only one department or agency to be questioned at a meeting 
thus limiting the range of subjects vdiich can be covered. Because the 
oral questions at the end of the questioning period would be controlled 
by the majority and minority parties there would not be the dynamic and
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dramatic spontaneity which characterizes the supplementary questions 
asked in England. Notice of questions under the Kefauver plan would 
be given to the appropriate standing committee» Congressmen would not 
find it a very valuable means of exerting control— that is of securing 
information from government agencies and bringing criticism to bear on 
them. Such a question period would never play the vital role which 
question hour does in England.
The Kefauver plan is not an interpellation in the French tradition. 
The interpellation involves debate. Under it the individual member 
has a weapon to use against the government. Most important of all, 
there is no chance that the President or any official would resign 
because of the revelations made at a question period in Congress since 
the executive is not responsible to Congress, in the political sense 
that a French Ministry is responsible to the French parliament. The 
Kefauver plan is somewhat similar to the oral question which was 
infrequently used in the Chamber of Deputies of the Third Republic.
The limitations of the Kefauver plan do not necessarily condemn it 
as undesirable. It may be a step in the ri^t direction. Certainly 
it would be an improvement over the ex parte statements which are 
sometimes read into the records of Congress. Young thinks the publi­
cation of a letter to an administrator and his reply provide a direct 
method of criticism open to all Congressmen. This is superior, he
says, to the "rambling Congressional criticism where the facts are but
21
partially known and the administrator's attitude is unrevealed." In 
matters of some moment, a session of the House, or better yet a joint 
session of the two Houses of Congress, would offer an opportunity for
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a more fair and effective exposition of the facts and problems concerned 
than would be offered by exchange of letters. If the Kefauver plan had 
been in effect during the recent war it would have provided a means of 
getting a fairer and more satisfactory consideration of the OPA, It 
would have helped the officials in the OPA keep in touch with public 
opinion. It should also have helped Congressmen understand the problems 
OPA had to solve. To be specific, the complaints about ceiling prices 
on cotton publicized in the Senate on January 17, 1946 would have been 
more valuable if Chester Bowles had been on the floor of the Senate to
reply in person to the charges made. Only Maybank's telegram and Bowles'
22
letter were available to guide the discussion of the Senate. One 
serious aspect of our practice today is revealed in the fate of OPA. It 
became a whipping boy for Senators who had no fear of the agency having 
an opportunity to defend itself.
One who proposes a question hour for the U, S. meets the objection 
that the institution is foreign to our system of government. It is said 
to be incompatible with the doctrine of separation of powers. This 
argument overlooks two very important considerations. Our government is 
in fact a venture in co-operation between Congress and President. Question 
hour does not imply the right of Congress to dismiss the President or 
any agency head. In England iiriiere Parliament is legally comoetent to 
bring about the dismissal of a Government or a Minister, question hour 
offers opportunxty to get information or to bring activities of govern­
ment agencies to li#it, or to subject administrative actions to searching 
does not offer a means for overthrowing the Government or 
bringing about the resignation of a Minister. This is accomplished by 
the voters at a general election, not by Parliament at question hour or
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even in debate. Political stability is as much characteristic of 
English parliamentary government as it is of our own government.
English experience is not foreign to our problems.
An useful precedent was set by Cordell Hull in appearing before a
joint session of the House of Representatives and the Senate on
November 18, 19U3 just after his return from the Moscow Conference. He
23reported on the Conference. Two resolutions were presented inviting 
Secretary Hull to appear before Congress but the resolutions were never 
reported out of c o mm it tee.His appearance was arranged informally 
throu^ party channels. The announcement that he would speak was made
25by Representative McCormack on November 16. The House of Representa­
tives recessed during Hull’s speech. Its appearance in the Congress­
ional Record was arranged by the Speaker. This incident suggests an 
effective means of getting formal statements of policy from administra­
tive officials.
The Kefauver plan would go further than a speech by the administra­
tive official and would open up the possibility of questions from the 
majority and minority parties. This might result in duplication if both 
the House and Senate requested the presence of the same official. Congress­
man Kefauver thought the Senate would set up a question period if the 
House did. Should this happen, he anticipated a joint session once a week
26to hear a report from some department head and to direct questions to him.
Miile the President and administrative officials do not report 
to Congress and do not make themselves available for questions by Congress­
men, they do submit to press conferences idiich confer the privilege of 
questioning upon reporters. Young says the information revealed at press
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conferences is more significant than that brought out at committee
hearings. He thinks these press conferences "serve many of the functions
performed in other countries by appearance of the Prime Minister or
Premier on the floor of the legislature to state the government’s
policy and to be questioned concerning it." He says it is "one of the
anomalies of our system" that reporters can publicly question a
27President while Congressmen cannot. It is also true that a state­
ment in the press has more publicity value to a Congressman than a
statement in Congress. This gives the press the power to direct and
28inspire Congressional criticism.
The state legislatures in the United States have followed a pattern
of organization similar to that followed by Congress. In Wisconsin,
however, precendent has been broken by permitting interpellation in the
legislature. The procedure may be initiated by petition of six members
of the senate or by seventeen members of the assembly— not more than
four and nine respectively may be members of the same political party.
The petition should be filed with the presiding officer of the house to
29which the members belong. Joint session for the purposes of an
interpellation is provided with the support of the same number of
members of each house as required for interpellation in that house.
This petition should be filed ?d.th the presiding officer of the senate,
The time for the interpellation is supposed to be set within twenty
days by the presiding officer concerned. The official to be questioned
should be given notice that he is to be interpellated and should be
informed of the questions to be put to him. Oral questions are also 
32
permitted. The legislature is empowered to adopt rules governing 
interpellations. It has become customary for a joint resolution to be 
adopted for the purpose of arranging an interpellation, as well as to have
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the required petition filed. Questions and answers should be recorded 
and the Governor should be furnished a copy within thirty days after 
the close of the examination under the interpellation.^^
This Wisconsin interpellation was suggested by Dr. Charles
35McCarthy in 19lU. He thought state commissions might be controlled
by a procedure like question hour in England. It was his proposal 
that commissions might be removed by the legislature. Vfilliam M. Bray 
initiated the proposal of an interpellation which was applied to the
state conservation commission only by Chapter Ii06 of the Wisconsin
36Statutes of 1915# In 1917 Chapter 63h of the Wisconsin Statutes
included all appointive state officers under the interpellation. In
1921 legislation was adopted to permit the removal of appointive
officers by joint resolution, after their examination by interpellation,
37but apparently this power has not been used.
The interpellation has not been widely use in Wisconsin. There
was an interpellation of the chairman of the industrial commission in 
381919. The railroad commissioners were called on to appear at an
interpellation by petition in the assembly in 1921, but no action was
39over taken on the petition. In 1935 the members of the board of 
control were called up for interpellation by two joint resolutions. In 
19iil the procedure was applied to the conservation commission. 
Potentially at least the Wisconsin legislature is in a more favorable 
position than the legislatures of other states. The Wisconsin Blue Book 
states the powers of the legislature in a broad way, as follows;
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The le.gislature controls the purse strings and the 
organization of nearly all administrative departments. Its 
fundamental function is law making, but through its control 
of appropriations and its right to investigate any state 
department it can to a very large extent control the 
actions of all branches of government.Ul
In the United States our legislative bodies have not adopted the 
devices of English and French parliaments for control. Our legislatures 
still organise their procedure around the introduction of bills and the 
passing of laws. The investigating committee is one procedure 'vi:lely 
used in the United States which aids legislative bodies in the exercise 
of control. The Kefauver plan for a weekly or fortnightly questioning 
of one administrative ofdi dal has not been supported in official quarters 
and would not be as effective a '̂ eans of contrôlas question hour in 
in England. The press conference remains the medium through which 
information about government action is extracted. The one example of 
interpellation in the United States is in ..isconsin, but it has not been 
frequently used in the thirty years of its exi tence. There is need for 
more effective machinery for legislative control in the United States.
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18U; likewise, p. 19 8, he finds annual reports of little aid to control
by Congress. "The most important continual check which Congress has 
over the administration," he thinks, p. 225, are the hearings of the 
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Wisconsin. See infra.
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CHAPTER XIII 
EVALUATION
The role of the private member of the House of Commons has been 
reduced almost to the vanishing point. This is the consequence of the 
almost dictatorial position of the Cabinet in the British Parliament. 
Parliament has become a law-ratif^ng body rather than a law-making 
body. Financial powers have deteriorated into form rather than sub­
stance. The strict party discipline and Cabinet dictatorship have 
reduced a Parliament trfiich is omnipotent in theory to à formal role 
of ratification, while the real decisions in law and finance are made 
outside Parliament. The financial and law-making machinery has survived 
as one means by which Government policy may be subjected to searching 
criticism. Because their sole purpose is control, questions have 
proved more flexible and more useful than either financial or law- 
ratifying procedures as means for the control of the Cabinet and 
administration by Parliament.
The effectiveness of question hour in 1885, for example, was 
pointed out by Henry W. Lucy.
"Question hour" has come to be one of the most important 
sections of a n i ^ t ’s sitting. Within the brief space of time 
there is frequently compressed a series of speeches dealing with 
the most pressing topics of the day. Whatever may be the condition 
of the House at subsequent stages of the sitting, it is always 
crowded at question time. A Minister has then a full and unwearied 
audience, and the temptation to oratorical display, or to 
demonstration of superior ability, is very strong. Lord Beacons- 
field. • . used to pull himself up for a supreme effort ivhen
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called upon to ansver a question, however simple.^
Sidney Low testified to the importance of questions in 1905.
This method of extracting information on the actions of 
the Executive, is in practice considerably circumscribed. Never­
theless the shower of questions, "starred" and "ion-starred," de­
scends upon the heads of the ministers, '■’ay after day, during tne 
session. Not the least onerous part of their duties is that of 
fending off the persistent inquisitor, v.athout either committing 
themselves and their departments, or seeming to shirk investiga­
tion. The knowledge that any pertinacious opponent may, at any 
moment, summon a member of the Government to the rnltness-box is 
a certain drag upon the Cabinet autocracy, since it prevents 
ministers from sitting and worlcino in the dark, and. compels them 
to keep an anxious eye on the public and the press."*
Harigv Graham v/riting in 1910 .ras less convinced of the value of 
question hour. He thought members had their secretaries " make out a 
weekly list of conundrums" to put to members of the Government "with 
no other puroose than that of shovelng their constituents that they" 
were "active" in Parliament. He quoted ivith approval the Edinburgh 
Review of 1355, which said, "It would seem to be the chief amusement of 
some members diligently to real the newspapers in tne morning, an I to 
ask Ministers of State in the afternoon if they have read them too, and 
what they thinlc of them.
In 1922 Stephen Leacock gave a humorous but none too flattering 
estimate of question hour:
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Looking around to find just where the natural service of 
the House of Commons comes in, I am inclined to thinJc than it 
must be the practice of "aslcing questions" in the House. 'When­
ever anything goes ivrong a member rises and asks a question....
Then this is done all England falls flat upon its face,^
Geoffrey Growther, editor of the Economist, London, was impressed with 
the contribution of question hour during the war (1939-1955). He said 
of question hour:
This is a very severe test of the democratic sincerity 
of any man in public office. It has proved a very effective 
check upon actions of the government in the execution of its 
enormous powers. On many occasions since the war began the 
government has been compelled to withdraw ir >r the position 
it has already occupied because of the barrage of imanswer- 
able questions slunr at it in the House of Commons. This has 
happened to proposals for the setting- up of emergency courts; 
it has happened to the government ' s policgr In regard to treat­
ment of aliens, to its air-raids shelter policy and in a host 
of other matters
Quite in contrast to this opinion of question hour is a German 
author's opinion published in 1930 that ninety percent of the ques­
tions asked in the House of Common? were unnecessary" an i coul r be 
dealt ,'.dth otherwise.^ One can find const ierarle evi lence of the 
petty and trivial. No one would lose sleep over Mr. McCreagh's 
weeds at Barton Stacey.'^ It scarcely seems appropriate to take the 
time of busy men to publicize the postal service between the Western
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Postal District of London and H i ^  Street, Guilford in Surrey. There
is horseplay. Khen Major Harvey asked if the eggs used in the House of
Commons' kitchens were produced at home, he received a simple reply of
"Yes" from the kitchen committee, but Ernest Winterton took the occasion to
ask, "Is there any possibility of the Liberal party requiring eggs in view
9of an early General Election?" A question about the coffee served gave
Viscountess Astor the opportunity to ask if any one on the kitdhen
10committee knew how to make good coffee.
These petty questions do not monopolize the time at question hour.
The Government must be on its toes, -̂’or exanç>le, Walter Bagehot
asserted that the fall of Palmerstbh’Æs first Government was partly
accomplished at question hour. Darby Griffith was given the credit for
the fall of Palmerston’s Government. Bagehot said, "The cheerful
impertinence with vAiich in the conceit of victory that minister answered
11grave men much hurt his Parliamentary power." The actual defeat of the
Government could not take place at question hour. l%iat accomplished
Palmerston's fall was the unfavorable reaction to the introduction of the
Conspiracy to Murder Bill after the attempt on the life of Napoleon III.
The impression that Palmerston was introducing the bill beéause of
12of the French Government did not sit well in England. When 
Griffith asked what Palmerston proposed to do about publications in the 
French Moniteur critical of England and the English government, the 
Prime Minister complained of the difficulty which questions in the House 
of Commons caused in relations with France. Then the Prime Minister gave 
his answer to Griffith's question:
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Now, Sir, with regard to the question of the hon. Member
I can only say, that it is not the intention of Her Majesty’s
Government to adopt a course of proceeding such as that which
he has suggested ̂ ^iffith had proposed that the French
Ambassador’s letter of regret be published in the Moniteur, where
some addresses critical of England had been published, because
we think that such a course would be hi^ly improper, and If I
may .be permitted to say so, without meaning aiqrthing personally
13offensive to the hon. Gentleman, excessively absurd.
The Palmerston Government fell when Milner Gibson's amendment to the
Conspiracy to Murder Bill was carried against the Government by a vote 
15of 235 to 215.
Rarely does question hour have such a close relationship to the
fall of a Government, since modern practi ce reserves such drama for
the general election. However, there is evidence that Government
policy can be changed at question hour. In 1878, W. E. Forster,
Vfilliam Gladstone, John Bright, and Sir Charles W. Dilke used question
ho\ir and debates on the motion to adjourn to impress the Government
with the desire of the English people to avoid becoming embroiled in
the war in progress between Turkey and Russia. The Boer War in 1901
and 1902 was brou^t home to the English at question hour. Here was
revealed the h i ^  mortality in concentration camps in South Africa.
Here it was announced that Miss Hobhouse, who had been investigating
these high mortality rates, had been deported from South Africa.^*^
It was revealed that the wife of a Boer General was confined in the
17camp at Maritzburg. On the same day the Government announced a drop.
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in the mortality rate in concentrations camps— probably in answer to
18a friendly question arranged for that purpose.
In the years preceding 1906, the employees of the Post Office 
campaigned for recognition of their staff organizations by frequent 
questions in the House of Commons• Stuart Bunning, udio was a Post 
Office eng)loyee at the time, was in charge of drafting the questions 
put in the House of Cognnons. The recognition of employees' right of 
organization in 1906 and the organization of the TISfhitley Councils in 
1919 reduced the use of question hour by government servants to put 
pressure on the Cabinet and upper staff.
One might hestitate to give much credit to question hour for the
19relaxation of the Coal Emergency Directions in 1926, but there is
o 20no doubt about the vital role it played in the Savidge case in 1928.
Mr. Johnston asked a private notice question about the use of third
degree methods on Miss Savidge by Scotland Yard. Sir W. Joynson-Hicks,
Home Secretary, refused to give assurances that the investigation
21desired by some members would be made. A debate on the urgency
motion for adjournment followed and a number of other important results 
22as well. In 1930, as the result of pressure throu^i questions and the
press, the First Commissioner of Works took steps to preserve Hadrian's
Wall from destruction by quarring operations. He secured power to act
23throu^ the Ancient Monuments Bill. The water supply problem was 
kept in the public eye by questions. As a result of the agitation 
about water supply and water polution a large grant was forthcoming 
for the development of more adequate water supplies.
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Winston Churchill used a friendly question put by Colonel Wedg­
wood to anticipate a motion of censure against the coalition Cabinet 
which was to have been moved by Sir W, Joynson-Hicks. The motion
?)■really failed before it was ever put.
Oscar M, Hartzell was convicted in Federal District Courj; in
Sioux City, Iowa in 1935 for having collected from 10,000 gullible
Americans a sum of $700,000 to $1,300,000. He promised $1,000 for
25every dollar invested. His alleged purpose in spending thirteen 
years in England was to collect for these American friends a share in 
the fictitious twenty-two billion dollar estate of Sir Francis Drake,
This was the approximate value of thirteen acres of land in the heart 
of London which had at bne time belonged to Drake. Our Consulate 
General in London had enough evidence by 1933 to secure a deportation 
order from the English Heme Office, Hartzell was arrested idien he arrived 
in New York. This made it unnecessary to ask for his extradition. 
Nathaniel P. Davis, the official in the Consulate General who was 
in charge of the Hartzell case, wrote to Sir Harry Britain asking him
26to arrange a question in the House of Commons about the Hartzell case.
Sir Arthur Shirley Benn, at the request of Sir Harry Britain, asked the 
question, which was answered by the Home Secretary. Hansard reported:
15. Sir A. Shirley Benn asked the Home Secretary the 
grounds for the deportation order made against Oscar M. Hartzell 
 ̂ an American Subject; and what has been the result of his inquiries 
into Mr. Hartzell's claim to unsettled or unappropriated estate 
of Sir Francis Drake or his family?
Sir. J. Gilmour: I decided in February last, on the ad­
vice of the Aliens Deportation Advisory Committee, to make a 
Deportation Order against Oscar Hartzell, on the ground that.
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as he had no genuine occupation and was holding himself out as
carrying on a scheme for the recovery of the so-called Drake
estate alleged to be dormant in Chancery, it was not conducive
to the public good that he should be allowed to remain in this
country. So far as His Majesty's Government is aware, there is
no unsettled or unappropriated estate in existence which formerly
27belonged to Sir Francis Drake or to any member of his family.
This question and answer were read in the newspapers by T . W*
Barnard, a private investigator. He wrote to Sir Shirley Benn who
28turned the letter over to Mr. Davis. He revealed that Hartzell had 
admitted to him that the Drake estate was a figment of the imagination. 
Barnard was investigating for a woman client who was interested in 
Hartzell. The private detective was a prosecution witness at the trial 
at Sioux City. The prosecution was puzzled as to how it would get the 
above question and answer into the court records at Sioux City, since 
Hansard is not admissible as evidence in Federal Courts. The Hartzell 
attorney referred to the question and answer to prove that their was a 
popular outcry against deporting Hartzell from England. This offered 
the prosecution opportunity to read the question and answer into the 
record. Thus question hour served the ends of American -justice.
In 1938, Duncan Sandys, son-in-law of Winston Churchill, tried to
arouse the War Office to action by a series of questions about the air
29defenses of London. Using secret information from Captain Hogan, 
his superior officer in the Territorial Army, he attempted to convince 
Leslie Hore—Belisha of the seriousness of the s i t u a t i o n . H e  
testified that he did not expect to put the question since he was
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sure that the War Office would request him not to put the questions.31 
The War Office became alarmed, not about the air defenses of London, 
but about the source of Sandys* information.82 %hen the Attorney- 
General talked to Sandys about the matter, Sandys became convinced 
that a matter of privilege was involved. Acting on the advice of the 
Speaker of the House of Commons he presented a motion for a select 
committee to investigate the relation of Members of Parliament to the 
Official Secrets Acts.83 The Prime Minister (Neville Chamberlain) 
promised an investigation. The London Times thought the Government 
must avoid the suspicion that there had been "an attempt to suopress 
the giving of inconvenient information to m e m b e r s . "85 The Hew York 
Times took this occasion to express its respect for question hour:
The system of parliamentary questions is a vital part of 
the British governmental system and there is bound to be much 
alarm over even the slightest step toward hamstringing the dis­
cussions thereby raised. Any attempt to proceed against members 
if they refuse to reveal the sources of the information upon 
which they base questions is certain to be regarded by many as a 
blow to the British Constitution.85
Tvhen Sandys was called to testify before a military court of 
inquiry, he raised the question of a "breach of privilege." This was 
referred to the Committee on Privileges by a motion made by Prime 
Minister Chamberlain.36 Sandys* motion to appoint an investigating 
coTranittee was taken over by the Government.87 The Co-.miittee on 
Privileges reported that there had been a violation of the orivileges 
of parliament but it did not recommend any further action.38 in its
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report of September 28, 1938 the investigating committee took a serious
view of the threat to parliamentary government( this was during the
Chechoslovakian crisis)* It reported:
Your Committee desire at the outset to emphasize the 
great importance of the questions referred to them, which 
directly affect not only Members of Parliament in the dis­
charge of their duties, but which indirectly concern every 
individual citizen whose right it is in the last resort to 
have his grievances ventilated by speech and question on the 
floor of the House of Commons.39 
The committee was convinced that it was concerned with protecting 
the "very roots of our democratic system." Its report, however, 
was not too critical of anyone.50 The Labour minority on the committee 
favored a more sharply worded report.5l The Prime Minister belittled 
the importance of the case to the individual member. Yvinston Church- 
hill thought that the War Secretary could not tell the difference 
between a Member of Parliament and a "verj'- junior lieutenant. "^2 The 
London Times thought the whole affair more "silly than sinister."^3
The investigating committee was reconstituted and charged with an 
examination of the general question of the relation of members to the 
Official Secrets Act.55 In the hearings held by the reconstituted 
qommittee, the Attorney-General agreed with a member of the committee 
(Mr. Walkden) that it was the whole business of Parliament, including 
questions, which was privileged and not debating a l o n e .55 In the 
Commons debate on the committee report Prime Minister Chamberlain 
supported the committee’s recommendation that the House of Commons 
should adopt a resolution asserting the exemption of Members of Parl­
iament from compulser]^ extraction of information under the Official
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Secrets Acts.^^ The debate brought out Wedgwood Benn's evaluation of the 
War-time role of Parliament.
Some people say that in war time Parliament should be 
sandbagged, either in the more active sense of the words or 
in the more passive; that the House should be hidden and 
protected like an ancient monument....If we are to have a 
Himmler, he has got to sit there and be subject to question, 
he has got to be subject to '.vhat is far more important, namely, 
supplementary questions, and he has got to meet Members of the 
House of Commons; and he cannot— and this is more important—  
be insulated by bureaucrats.57
During the same month, oir Henry Page Croft expressed the view that 
questions took time from the war effort and gave aid and comfort to the 
enemy. In particular he thought they offered ammunition to Dr. ' Croebbels 
and the German Propaganda Mnistry.^^ Vernon Bartlett, M. P., however, 
proposed to extend the time for questions and limit each member to 
two questions each question day.59 The London Times supported this 
suggestion by saying:
In times of warythere is everything to be said for 
keeping Parliament in constant session and for making its 
procedure as businesslike as possible. No part of this 
procedure is more businesslike than question and answer.
There is no better way of exposing boths mares' nests and 
blunders.
Sir Henrj^ Page Croft replied to Bartlett by making a plea to ease 
the burden of Ministers and Departments and "concentrate solely on
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measures and matters of direct aid to v i c t o r y . T o  this observer 
it seems clear that Parliament in war is restricted by the very nature 
of the emergency, thus further amplifing the importance of question 
hour to the private member.
Question time is testing time for Ministers. The Spectator said 
in 1939 that the "ineptitude" of Sir John Anderson at question hour 
was "rapidly persuading the House that his previous great reputation 
in other spheres" did not "warrant his inclusion in the Cabinet and 
his control of one of the principal s e r v i c e s . H a r o l d  Laski has 
indicated his belief in the importance of questions by saying:
Even the secrecy which necessarily enshrouds the opera­
tions of war has not prevented question-time in the House of 
Commons from remaining a vital check on the habits of the 
executive, and no one kno'ws better than the prime minister 
that his colleague who cannot survive the ordeal of "supple- 
mentaries" with undimmed reputation is not likely to survive
at all.^3
In France the interpellation has been called the "leading institution 
of French parliamentary procedure."55 The debate and the ordre du jour 
(resolution) which close the iebate on the interpellation were often 
factors in bringing the life of a Ministry to an end. Of the one hundred 
and six ministerial crises in the Third Republic, sixty-three were 
provoked in parliament. Of these sixty-three, thirty were provoked by 
interpellations.55 The political stability of the Government in England 
is in marked contrast to the instability of the Ministry in F r a n c e . 56 
The shortness of the lease on life of a French Ministry is an incontro­
vertible fact.57 The facts do not seem to justify the assertion that
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three out of five crises in France can be traced to the interpellation,-^® 
Soulier, however,’is of the opinion that the interpellation may be a 
factor in weakening the position of the Ministry, even though the final 
defeat may not come on an ordre du jour closing an interpellation,^^ The 
major cause of political instability in France woul5 seem to be not the 
interpellation but the contused and complex party system which plagued 
France, especially under the Third Republic, "kith unsta’-le party 
groups and with each Deputy loyal only to himself, the ri ht of inter­
pellation becomes the weapon of every ambition, every vanity, every 
grudge, ever:/ curiosity." ̂  A strong Finis try ,'ri.th a vrell disciplined 
following does not find the interpellation a threat to its continuance 
in office.6l With all of the weaknesses which can be pointed out in French 
parliamentary^ government, there can be no doubt of the efficiency of the 
interpellation as a form of parliamentary control.
Debate such as is part of the interpellation in France is not 
possible at question hour in the House of Commons. Before 1332, how-over, 
debate often took place through the device of novin- the adjournment. 
Between 1382 and 1902 the practice .vas regulated in order to pern it all 
questions to bo answered befo e any debate was per^ittei to take place. 
Since 1902 the debate has been postponed till evening. These restrictions 
themselves greatly limited the value of the motion to adjourn and the 
attendant discussion. The increasing reluctance of the dpeaker to -ternit 
such motions, especially since 1920, ha: resulted in the almost complete 
disappearance of the adjournment motion from the practice of tlic House 
of Commons,
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The adjournment motion in England has never resulted in political 
consequences comparable to the interpellation and ordre ^
France. Contrary to the impression in some quarters, the Government 
does not resign in England as a result of the vote on such a notion 
for adjournment. Lowell reports two cases lAere the motion was 
carried against the Government, but the Cabinet did not fall and no 
Minister resi gned « 62 It is unusual for a vote to be taken on the 
motion to adjourn. Ordinarily either the notion is withdrawn or the 
debate lapses automatically at 11:00 P.M. under the rules for the 
interruption of debate, without any vote being taken.
The motion to adjourn was carried on May 10, l88l. Charles Stewart 
Parnell asked a pri \ate-notice question about the arrest of John 
Dillon, M. P. He was not satisfied ’with the answer; consequently he 
moved the adjournment of the House. After a debate, and a promise from 
the Government that it would provide for full discussion of the Dillon 
case without undue delay, the motion was agreed to. It can be said the 
only result of carr^ûng the motion was a Government assurance that 
Dillon's arrest and the Protection of Person and Property Act would be 
^ven early opportunity for d i s c u s s i o n . 63
July 5, 1887 the motion to adjourn was carried against the 
Government by a vote of l53 to 58. This is the famous Cass case. On 
July 1, Atherley-Jones asked a question about her arrest on a charge 
of solicitation ( prostitution)Supporting the constable who had made 
the arrest, the Home Secretary (Matthews) refused to make any investi­
gation or take any action. On July 5, he again refused to do any thing. 
The motion to adjourn to discuss an urgent matter of public importance 
(the formula set up by the revision of the rules in 1882) was made, and
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a general debate took place. At the end of this debate the motion was
carried against the golernment. There was no doubt that the House was 
dissatisfied with the attitude of the Home S e c r e t a i y . 6 6  The discussion 
did produce results. The next day, in answer to a question, the Govern­
ment indicated that a full investigation would be made of the conduct of 
the judge and constable concerned in the Cass case.'5/ The Leader of the 
House of Commons made it clear the Government did not consider the 
resignation of any Minister to be required. This precipitated a brief 
exchange, at the close of which a member (Clancy) rose to say;
I vmsh to ask whether in view of the announcement the 
ri^t hon. Gentleman has just made, it is intended to call 
on any member of the Government to sesi^Z
Mr. Speaker: Grier, Order I The Clerk 7ri.ll proceed to
read the Orders of the Day.
Since the Gass case, the motion to adjourn does not appear to have 
been carried against the Government^ but there have been occasions on 
which the Government has bowed to the will of the House. StarfLey 
Baldwin, for example, moved the adjournment of the House over the 
inclusion of Lord Hewart of Bury, Lord Chief Justice of Engl nd, on the 
Committee of Electoral Rgform. The Speaker permitted the motion to be 
made even though there was doubt about the Government's responsibility.^? 
The Government wanted the motion postponed. when the debate took place 
the same evening, the resignation of Lord Hewart was announced. The 
motion to adjourntms d e f e a t e d . T h e  Lord Chief Justice defended both 
his rivht to sit on the Committee of Electoral Reform and his right to
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71resign when the matter was raised in the House of Commons,
The usefulness of the motion for adjournment, even in the restricted 
form in which it is now available, is best revealed by the famous 
Savidge case in 1923. In this case, the motion arose out of unsatis­
factory answers by Sir 77. Joynson-Hicks to a private—notice question, 
bhen Sir John Simon's moving speech vfas interrupted with the inter­
jection, "The Home Secretary is in the Dock!," he replie:.., "The Home 
Secretary is constitutionally responsible to the House and I am all 
for holding him responsible." Realizing the temper of the House, the 
Home Secretary promised an investi-ation and asked that the motion be 
withdravm. The motion was defeated but was not v.ithdraun. 73
'Aithin a week, a tribunal was appointed to investigate the case."^^ 
The report of the tribunal in July found no criticism to be made of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions or the police officers. They had 
followed established procedure as approved by their superiors.7h The 
tribunal id ta]:e exceotion to the use of the procs burs in the case of 
Mis3 Savidge, because of the intimate way in which she was concerned in 
the conduct of the two constables whose conduct was be in.g investigated.'^'^ 
The tribunal thought she should have been approached through her parents 
insteal of at work. They also sail she shoul:: have been fully informed 
of the consequences to herself in consentin' to make a statement.77 n  
was thought a person makin.g a statement shouli ordinarily not be taken 
to Scotland Yard. In cases involvin women's morals, any statement should 
be taken in the presence of another woman, unless the woman being 
questioned "expressly requests that no woman whoul.l be present."78
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The Labour member of the tribunal (Lees—Smith) made a separate 
report in iirtiich he supported Miss Savidge’s changes of third degree 
procedures, and condemned the police official making the investi­
gation ( C o l l i n s ) H e  also questioned the propriety of having the 
police investigate police procedures, and suggested that the Director 
of Public Prosecutions ought to have his own staff to make such investi-Qo
gâtions* He agreed with the majority report that a distinction
should be made between witnesses who have a personal interest in the
matter being investigated and those lAio do not have. He was impressed with
the role Parliament played in getting a hearing for Miss Savidge, and
concluded, "Great perils to private citizens and to civil liberty
81have been revealed by her experience."
A Royal Commission on Police Powers and Procedure was appointed.
It recommended an increase in the number of policewomen and their use
82in taking statements in cases involving sex offenses* The Commission
also recommended that plainclothes officers should not be used to make
arrests tdien the charge was indecent conduct, but they should be used
, 83exclusively for detective work.
In 1930, as a result of a motion for the adjournment, the Foreign 
Secretary ^ve assurances that he would consult party leaders before 
committing the Government under Article 16 of the League of Nations 
Covenant, mile he would not guarantee to consult the House of Commons, 
Commander Locker—Lampson withdrew his motion——apparently satisfied with 
the assurances of party consultation. The same year, althou^ an 
adjournment motion was not permitted, the First Commissioner of Works did 
give assurances that the plans for Edinburgh would be modified during
85the recess.
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Subjects opened at question hour may be followed up on other occasions. 
It is not always necessary to move the formal adjournment of the house 
under the Standing Orders in order to get opportunity for discussion. In 
1923, a number of questions were asked about deportations under the 
Restoration of Order in Ireland Bill. The Government proposed to 
deprive men declared by the courts to have been illegally deported of 
their rig^t to sue on the ground that the Home Secretary had acted in 
good faith. This matter came up for discussion on the Home Office 
Vote in Committee of Supply. Realizing there was sympathy for these men 
in the House, the Government amended the bill to allow them compensation 
on verification of their claims. In 1933, Brigadier General Spears
asked a question about the arrest of Flying Officer Fitzpatrick by
.tte
8P
plainclothes officers. In this case the Speaker suggested the matt r
raised on idie appropriation bill instead of moving the adjournment.
As a result of the discussion the Home Secretaiy receded from the 
position he had taken at question hour, and ordered an investigation to 
be made.
Discussion also takes place on routine motions for adjournment for 
Chirstmas, Easter, 'Whitsuntide, and summer recesses. This is restricted
89to matters not requiring legislation. A more frequent opportunity 
is available at night, again with the restriction that nothing requiring 
a substantive motion or legislation can be opened for discussion.The 
discussion on the motion for adjournment at ni^t is strictly limited 
since the House adjourns automatically at 11:30 P.M. and the motion cannot 
come up for discussion before 11:00 P.M. This makes never more than 
thirty minutes available for discussion. A member may get a little 
window dressing done and he may put the Minister in an unfavorable
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light by using most of the time and rushing the Government's reply.
The suspension of the eleven o'clock rule or the consideration of 
exempted business may eliminate any discussion by taking up the ivhole 
of the time before 1 1 :3 0. Tvhen time is available, discussion on the 
adjournment at night is a valuable addition to question hour.^^ Extent 
of the use of this devise is tentatively indrc.ited by the fact that 
twenty-nine notices of intent to raise a matter on the adjournment at 
night were given in the 1929-30 session of the House of Commons, but 
only t welve of the discussions actually took place. In two cases the 
same subject was discussed. Usually the matter discussed at night had 
already been raised at question hour.
Question hour in England offers the private member a chance for 
airing grievances against the Government, for what Harold Laski calls 
"vêûtâlatiôn '• of grievance."93 it has been ha led as a " godsend to the 
private m e m b e r , a n d  also as "one of the greatest privileges which 
private members possess."95 One observer calls it the only means 
open to private members to express their views on many matters.96 There 
is temptation to use questions for self-advertisement. Petty and trival 
questions olace a heavy burden on permanent officials. It is only 
natural that the private member might feel that questions were indis­
pensable and yet an official burdened vrnth the petty questions might 
consider them a burden and a detriment to the service. This contrast 
of view is vividly expressed by Harold Nicolson, speaking from his own 
experience both as a civil servant and a Member of Parliament. He says:
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ïJhen I was a civil servant I used to regard Parliamentary
Questions as a method by which, at the expense of public time
and money, the pushing politician was able to advertise himself #
Since entering the House of Commons ray views on the subject have
undergone a remarkable change, I no longer regard Parliamentaiy
Questions as a public nuisance; I regard them as the shield and
97spearhead of our liberties.
It is Harold Laski‘s view that the function of the private
member of the House of Commons is "ventilation of grievance; the
extraction of information; the criticism of the administrative process;
98what contributions he can make in debate." One can readily conclude
99that question hour "remains the most effective check upon bureaucracy."
The interpellation is the heart of French parliamentary government. It
makes the concept of responsible parliamentary government a reality by
providing an efficient mechanism for the control of Ministry and
100permanent officials. In England question hour is the heart of
parliamentary government. It is not too much to say that it "is the
101most important feature of Parliament." The practice of representative 
democracy in England has brou^t one answer to the vexing question of 
how to secure freedom of inquiry without making efficient administration 
impossible. Pride in our own institutions should not blind us to the 
value of English question hour as a guide to the improvement of of our own 
representative democracy.
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85242 ibid. 27-31, 41-42; Times (London), July 20, 1930, p. 8.
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.Ÿ. I. Jennings, Parliament (1940), pp. 100-1:9, fives a good 
discussion of the vari us forms of the adjournment motion.
90
234 Pari. Deb, gs., Commons 950.
91.
Under the rules of the House of Commons, business under considera­
tion is interrupted at 11:OOP.H. The House may be counted out between 
11:00 and 11:30. In any event, it adjourns automatically' at 11:30 P. M. 
without any vote or resolution.
92
Jennin-ys, 0£. cit., pp. 105-106.
93
Laski, 0 0. cit., pp. l44, l47, 165-167.
Robert Farquharson, The House of Commons from ..ithnn (1912), pp. 
58-60, savs in full:
Question time is a real rodsend to the private member, for 
not only can he advertise himself at this time, but more abuses 
have been prove ted, jobs checked, and acts of oppression and 
violence both at home and abroad scotched and killed by this than 
by any other means. Of course, it is liable to be overdone.
Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, Vol. VIII (No. I6I), Minutes of 
Evidence, p. 400 (questions 4063-4066). Henry Snell, Daily Life in 
Parliament (1930), p. 34 says:
The rirht to question Tin^sters is one of the greatest 
privileges v.hich private members possess, and them ivill not
-229-
?d.llingly allow it to be taken iron them. It provides almost 
their only chance of drawing the attention of the House to 
matters in nvhich they are directly interested; hut like all 
privileges it may be misused, especially through the nimble 
supplementary question, which requires and receives the 
Speaker's careful attention,
96
Opinion of Sir Horace Dawkins, when he uas Clerk of the House 
of Commons, expressed in a letter dated Februar/ 10, 1932.
97
"People and Things," l63 The Spectator 533 (October 27, 1939).
98
Op. cit., pp. 165-167.
99
Lord hedgvTOod, Testa 'e it to Democracy (19);3), p. 58.
100 y ,
Deputy Harcel, Annales, Chambre des Deputes, May 27, 1920, p. l4o4.
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7.— (1«) Notices of questions sliall be given by members in writing 
to the clerk at the table without reading them viva voce in the House, un­
less the consent of Mr. Speaker to any particular question has been pre­
viously obtained»
(2.) Questions shall be taken on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, 
and Thursday, after private business has been disposed of, and not 
later than three of the clock.
(3.) No questions shall be taken after a quarter before four 
of the clock, except questions which have not been ansviered in conse­
quence of the absence of the minister to whom they are addressed, and 
questions which have not appeared on the paper, but which are of an 
urgent character, and relate either to matters of public importance or 
to the arrangement of business.
(4.) Any member who desires an oral answer to his question may 
distinguish it by an asterisk, but notice of any such question must appear 
at latest on the notice paper circulated on the day before that on which
an answer is desired.
(5.) If any member does not distinguish his question by an aster­
isk, or if he or any other member deputed by him is not present to ask it,,,
or if it is not reached by a quarter before four of the clock, the minis­
ter to whom it is addressed shall cause an answer to be printed in the Of­
ficial Report of the Parliamentary Debates, unless the member has before 
questions are disposed of signified his desire to postpone the question.




Adjournment on Matter of Public Importance.
8. No motion for the adjournment of the House shall be made until 
all the Questions asked at the commencement of business on Monday, Tues­
day, Wednesday, or Thursday have been disposed of, and no such motion, 
shall be made before the orders of the day or notices of motion have been 
entered upon,,, except fcy leave of the House, unless a member rising in his 
place shall propose to move the adjournment for the purpose of discussing 
a definite matter of urgent public importance, and not less tlian forty 
members shall thereupon rise in their places to support the motion, or 
unless, if fewer than forty memoers and not less than ten shall thereupon 
rise in their places, the House shall, on a division, upon question put 
forthwith, determine whether such motion shall be made. If the motion
is so supported, or the House so determines that it shall be made, it 
shall stand over until half-past seven on the same day.
Anticipation.
9. In determining whether a discussion is out of order on the 
ground of anticipation. regard shall be had by Mr. Speaker to the prob­
ability of the matter anticipated being brought before the House within 
a reasonable time.
Adjournment and Counting Out.
a .  Vvhen a motion is made for the adjournment of a debate, or of 
the House during any debate, or that the chairman do report progress, 




of such motion; and no member, having moved or seconded any such motion, 
shall be entitled to move, or second, any similar motion during the same
debate»
22. If Mr. Speaker, or the chairman, shall be of opinion that a 
motion for the adjournment of a debate, or of the House, during any de­
bate, or that the chairman dô report progress, or do leave the chair,
is an abuse of the rules of the House, he may forthwith put the question 
thereupon from the chair, or he may decline to propose the question 
thereupon to the House.
23. The House, when it meets on Friday, shall, at its rising, 
stand adjourned until the following Monday without any question being 
put, unless the House shall otherwise resolve.
24. On Fridays the House shall stand adjourned if at any time af­
ter one of the clock on the House being counted it shall appear that 
forty members are not present.
25. The House shall not be counted between a quarter-past eight 
and a quarter-past nine of the clock, but if on a division taken on any 
business between a quarter-past eight and a quarter-past nine of the 
clock it appears that forty members are not present, the business shall 












































Ministry of Pensions 
Overseas Trade 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Post Office 














Ministry of Transport 
Office of Works
Ministry of Labour 
Home Office 
Board of Education 
Ministry of Health 
Chancellor of the Exchequer 












1. Board of Education
2. War Office
3. Home Office
4. Chancellor of the Exchequer
5. Secretary to Treasury
6. Ministry of Transport
1» Foreign Office
2. Ministry of Health
3. Colonial Office
4. Office of Works
1, Home Office
2. Chancellor of the Exchequer
3. Secretary to Treasury





certain Ministers shall begin not later than No. 45.
î On Tuesdays the Dominions Office, Board of Trade, the War Office, the Scottish
f S t r ; i : L ' ^ :  Wgir^ing^n Tuesday










2nd week 3rd week 4th week
1, Scottish 1. War Office 1. Board of
Office Trade
2. Department 2. Scottish 2. Vfer Office
of Mines Office
3, Dominions 3. Department 3. Scottish
Office of AHines Office
4. Board of 4. Dominions 4, Department
Trade Office of Mines
















QUESTIONS OF WHICH PRINTED NOTICE WAS GIVE:#







1880 (Sessions 1 & 2) 121 1,546
1881 154 5,245
1882 162 5, 665
1885 129 3,1851884 126 5,555
1884-85 129 5,354






1892 (Sessions 1 & 2) 96 2,944 '
1895-94 226 6,554
1894 115 ' 3,567




1899 (Sessions 1 & 2) 126 4,521
1900 (Sessions 1,& 2) 124 5,106
1901 118 6,448
1902 (before May 2,917
TOTAL QUESTIONS from 1875 to May 5. 1902 105.138
Session bays House sat Starred Unstarred Total Questions
1902 (After May 5^ 2,415 1,836 4,251
1905 115 2,544 1,992 4,556
1904 124 3,719 2,214 5,933
1905 114 4,120 2,124 6,244
1906 156 8,614 3,251 11,865
1907 151 7,459 2,708 10,147
1908 171 10,181 5,630 15,811
1909 179 8,799 3,452 12,251
1910 102 6,002 2,199 8,2011911 172 11,984 3,455 15,459
1912-15 206 16,127 5,786 19,913
1913 102 , „ 7,162. ±̂ Z7A____ --- ______8.956
^Parllamentarv Papers. 1887,LXVI (No. 151), 115; Ibid.. 1901, LVIII (No. 549), 
657; Ibid.. 1905, LXII (No. 194), 151; A. A. Taylor, Statistics Relative to the 
Business of the House p. 183.
*^There were 181 days on which Parliament sat in 1902 and the total of all 




HOUSE OF COMMONS QUESTIONS OF WHICH PRINTED NOTICE WAS GIVEN#
Session Davs House sat Starred Unstarred Total Questions
1914 150 5,701 2,004 7,705
1914-16 155 10,535 2,441 12,976
1916 127 15,246 2,497 15,743
1917 181 16,344 2,802 19,146
1918 121 10,225 1,802 12,025
1919 165 16,578 4,145 20,525
1920 167 15,033 5,619 18,652
1921 (Sess.l&2) 145 11,476 2,657 14,153
1922 (Sess.l&2) 153 10,509 2,560 12,869
1925 114 9,954 2,416 12,370
1924 129 9,987 5,105 15,092
1924-25 148 10,682 3,355 14,035
1926 151 8,264 2,449 10,715
1927 144 ; 8,549 1,987 10,536
1928 115 6,055 1,506 7,559
1928- 29 99 5,407 1,667 7,074
1929-50 189 15,907 4,420 18,527
1950-31 187 11,606 2,767 14,573
1931-32 155 8,259 1,598 9, 657
1932-33 145 6,542 1,017 7, 559
1953-54 156 7,340 1,428 8,768
1954-35 151 7,079 1,370 8,449
1955-36 137 8,615 1,602 10,215
1936-57 157 10,041 1,728 11,769
1937-38 168 11,419 2,368 15,787
1958-59 200 15,191 5,269 18,460
1959-40 127 10,220 3,516 13,536
1940-41 115 8,354 2,471 10,825
1941-42 116 9,029 2,563 11,592
1942-43 122 9,565 2,548 11,911
1945-44 155 8,938 2,560 11,498
1944-45 95 6,252 1,604 7,856
1945-46 212 21,135 6,178 27,515
Total(May 5 , 1902 to 1946)' 450,735
..
115,838 546,575
TOTAL # L  QUESTIONS 
MA75 to 19463------
649,711
#Data furnished by Sir Lonsdale Web^r, Clerk of the House of Commonp, (to 
Mrs. M. B. Fox) for 1914 to 1927; by W. Pnsey of the Office of Votes and Pro-
ceedings for 1928 to 19S4; by the late J. W. C. Smicgr, Clerk in tne House o± 
Commons Library for 1934 to 1939; by E. G. 0. Tfeatnerley, Reference Division o
PAlative Business, of Wie Housg. / T 9 l ^ , p. 183 gives the data for aays o
which the House sat from 1902 to 19lo.
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TABLE 4 
ORAL QUESTIONS, 1871 to 193^-‘
No. No. No. T#:c-
National Assembly 1. Legislature 2, Legislature
1871 52 S. 0. 1876 22 1 1877 1
1872 21 S. E. 1876 6 1878 30
1873 16 3. 0. 1877 21 1 S. 0. 1879 21 2
1874 13 1 TOTAL 49 2 S. E. 1879 4 1
1875 14 6. 0. 1880 10 1TOTAL 116 1 3. E. 1880 6
S. 0. 1881 22 1
TOTAL 94 5
3. Legislature 4. Legislature 5. Legislature
S. E. 1881 5 S. E. 1885 11 2 S. E. 1889 5
S. 0. 1882 35 2 S. 0. 1886 31 2 S. 0. 1890 39 6
S. E. 1882 2 3. E. 1886 7 1 S. E. 1890 9
S. 0. 1833 9 1 S. 0. 1887 25 2 S. 0. 1891 31 4
S. E. 1883 3 1 S. E. 1887 6 1 S. E. 1891 6 1
S. 0. 1884 20 1 S. 0. 1888 28 2 S. 0. 1892 40 6
S. E, 1884 3 S. E. 1888 17 3 S. E. 1892 9 3
S. 0. 1885 14 3. 0. 1889 ^ . 7 S. 0. 1893 43 4TOTAL 91 5 TOTAL 163 20 TOTAL 182 24
6. Legislature 7. Legislature S. Legislature
S. E. 1893 7 S. 0. 1898 2 S. 0. 1902 5
S. 0. 1894 15 7 S. E. 1898 8 1 S. E. 1902 12 1
8- E. 1894 8 4 S. 0. 1899 32 3 S. 0. 1903 20 1
S. 0. 1895 17 4 S. E. 1899 3 1 S. E. 1903 3
S. E. 1895 10 2 S. 0. 1900 36 6 S. 0. 1904 7 2
S. 0. 1896 17 3 S. E. 1900 3 1 S. E., 1904 6 1
S. E. 1896 2 S. 0. 1901 21 2 S. 0. 1905 10 1
S. 0. 1897 24 5 S. E. 1901 4 S. E. 1905 11 1
S. E. 1897 5 2 S. 0. 1902 14 S. 0. 1906 25 2
8. 0. 1898 ? 1 TOTAL 123 14 TOTAL 99 9
TOTAL 110 28
9. Legislature 10, Legislature 11. Legislature
6. 0. 1906 3 S. 0. 1910 5 S. 0. 1914 1S. E. 1906 11 S. E. 1910 8 1915 8
S. 0. 1907 23 3 S. 0. 1911 16 1916 8
S. E. 1907 7 3. E. 1911 1 1917 15 1
S. 0. 1908 35 2 S. 0. 1912 15 2 1918 12S. E. 1908 11 3. E. 1912 1 3. 0. 1919 2^ 2
S. 0. 1909 17 S. 0. 1913 9 1 TOTAL 70 33. E. 1909 5 S. E. 1913 5
S. 0. 1910 12 S. 0. 1914 4 _TOTAL 124 5 TOTAL 64 3
iH(-The symbol (T) means questions transformed into interpellation.
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
ORAL QUESTIONS, I87I to 1932 
(continued)
No. T#* No. T## No. T*#
12# IfG KiSl&tlirGS. E. 1919 1S. 0. 1920 7
S. E. 1920 2s. 0. 1921 4
Si .E. 1921 3s. 0. 1922 4
s. E. 1922 0
s. 0. 1923 0s. E. 1923 0
s. 0. 1924 3TOTAL 2h
13. Legislature# 
S. 0.1^2ll 2
S. E. 1924 6
S. 0. 1925 2U
S. E. 1925 2
S. 0. 1926 12
S. E. 1926 5
S. 0. 1927 h9
S. E. 1927 9





1931 26193 2________  8
TOTAL ~ 125
15. Legislature* 
S. 0. 1932 8




ORAL QUESTIONS DISCUSSED WITH BUDGET
S. 0. 1877
S. 0. 1880 
S. 0. 1891 









*There are no examples of questions being transformed into interpellations since the 
extraordinary session of 1921. In 1926 it was made contrary to the rules. The Total 
of questions transformed into interpellations from 1871 until 1926 is 11$.
**The symbol (T) means questions transformed into interpellation.
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table 5
PARTY AFFILIATION OF DEPUTIES ASKING ORAL QUESTIONS*
CQ
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Communist 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 19 22
Socialist 0 6 7 0 1 1 0 0 17 32
Republican and Fr. Socialists 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 9
Radical-Socialist 0 6 1 0 1 1 1 0 là 30
Left Radical 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
Republicans of the Left 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4
Democrats 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 6
Republican Democratic Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Republican Democratic Union 0 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 Z 13
Unattached ( non-inscrit) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7
Affiliation unknown 1 1
TOTAL 0 20 12 0 6 5 2 0 81 126
Put by parties in cabinet 8 1 2 1 1 21 M
Annales. Chambre des Députés. The figures in italics represent questions put by 




1912 1913 1915 1916 m i 1918





28 2 k 31 12 21 12 86 21 24







Nat ionallibe raie 




Vo^s parte i 
(Progressive)
17


















tota;. 78 56 14 89 231 245
#Hoppe, Die kleine Anfrage im Deutschen Reichstage, p. 72.
Kleine Anfrage# is the German equivalent of the question in the English House of 
Commons. The interpellation is scmetimes referred to in Germany as Grosse. Anfrage. 
Die kleine Anfrage would mean literally the short question and would distinguish the 
question from the interpellation, or long question.
-2 lîQ -
TABIS 7
Klelne -̂ nfragen̂ '̂
1919 1920 1921 1922
No. % No. No. No. %
Deutschnati onale 
Volkscartel 166 26 268 30 240 33 197 31
Deutsche
Volkspartei 148 23 236 27 187 26 182 29
Deutsche 
Demokrat is che 
Partei
118 18 83 9 64 9 80 13
Zentrum^










(SPD) 73 11 100 11 69 10 57 9
Unabhangige (Ind.) 
S o z ialdemokrat en 30 5 67 8 58 8 9 2
Kommunisten 5 1 46 6 54 9
Bayrische 
Bauerbund 2 0.2 1 0.1
Deutsche-
Hannoveraner 5 1 13 2 8 1 4 1
Several parties 16 3 23 3 11 2 17 3
TOTAL 644 890 733 634
•5'Hoppe, gg. cit., p. 73*





1923 —24 -25 -26 -27 -28 -29 -30 -31 -32 -33
Hationalsozialistische Deutsche 
Arbeiteroartei (Nazis) 16 9 39 6 8 3 6 29 12
Deutschnationale Volkspartei 
(Nationalist Party) 42 40 42 34 6 2 11 12 1 0
Deutsche Demokratische Partei 
(Democrats) 2 3 13 10 14 6 2 2
Staatspartei'"'*!" (State Party) 1 2
Deutsche Volkspartei 
(Pe ople s' Party) 24 12 11 4 7 2 1 2 1 0
Zentrum (Catholic) 4 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bayrische Volkspartei 
(Bavarian Catholic) 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vfirtschaftliche Vereinigung 
(Economic Union) 1 8 0 4 1 4' 1 3 0
Sozialdemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands (Socialist) 14 11 19 16 2 2 2 0 1 1
Kommunisten (Communist) 22 6 2 7 7 4 7 3 5 2
Volksrechtpartei (The Peoples' 
Rights Party) 1
Deutsche Landvolk 
(German farm folk) 1
Christliche Sozialer Verein 
(Christian Social Movement) 4 2 2
Nicht Erledigt (Unanswered) 2̂ X 2 r ^ 2 1
TOTAL 110 93 107 113 46 27 30 32 44 19 0
’"See Hoppe, gg. cit., p. 71. For years 1929 to 1933 inc. the data were secured 
from the Archives of the Reichstag.
■"■̂ ĥe German Democrats became the State Party in 1931.
^One of these four questions was given oral answer under the provisions of Sec­
tion 62 of the Rules, as amended in 1929.
^°^hese two numbers are added to the total, since the party affiliation of the 
members asking the questions was not recorded. Other unanswered questions (Micht 




1923 1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929^
Auswartiges Amt 
(Foreign Office) 7 11 16 5 4 2 1
Reichsfinanzministerium 
(Ministiy of Finance) 19 20 20 27 6 2 3
Reichserna.hr ungsministerium 
(Ministry for Relief) 14 6 6 4 0 2 2
ReichsinnernMnisterium
(Ministry of the Interior) 29 13 17 26 7 6 4
Reichsarbeitsrainisterium 
(Ministry of Labor) 6 7 14 15 8 5 5
Re ic hswehrmini ste rium 
(Ministry of Defense) 8 3 3 4 4 1 1
Re ic hs ve rke hr sminis t er ium
(Ministry of Communications) 8 12 11 8 6 3 3
Reichspostministerium 
(Postal Ministry) 2 1 6 4 0 0 2
Reichs.i us t izrainisterium 
(Ministry of Justice) 6 4 5 11 3 0 2
Reichsschataministeriura
(Ministiy for Reich treasures) 2 (Dissolved htarch 31* 1923)
Reichsminister fur Wiederaufbau 
(Minister for Reconstruction) 2 (Dissolved May 11, 19<:4)
Reichskanzler
(Chancellor) 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Auswartiges Amt und Arbeitsministeriun
(jointly to Foreign Office & Labor 1
Arbeits- und Finanzministerium
(jointly to Ministries for Labor and 
Fi nance)
1
Reichsminister fur den besetzten 
Gebiete
(Minister for occupied territories)
2 6 6 2 2 1 0
Nicht Erledigt (Unanswered) 2
Reichswirtschaftsministerium 
(Ministry of Economics) 7 7 2 7 4 3 3
•*<'Koppe, 0£. cit.. p. 73 





s. 0. 1924 1009
S. E. 1924 1235
S. 0. 1925 2787
S. E. 1925 1337
S. 0. 1926 3117
S. E. 1926 991
S. 0. 1927 3148
S. E. 1927 914
S. 0. 1928 1392
TOTAL 15,930
Législature (1923-32)
S. 0. 1928 791
S. E. 1928 1421
S. 0. 1929 3273
3. E. 1929 1469
S. 0. 1930 2882
S. E. 1930 1250
0. 1931 2162
S. E. 1931 1437
S. 0. 1932 1320
TOTAL 16,005
Legislature
S. 0. 1932 757
,S. E. 1932 1585
S. 0. 1933 2894S. E. 1933** 1190
TOTAL 6,426
July 5, 1909 to the end of 
the ninth legislative period 
in 1910—  217
10. Legislature (1910—14) 5424
11. Legislature (1914-19)








S. E. 1919 253
S. 0. 1920 4364
S. E. 1920 1940
s, 0. 1921 3567
S. E. 1921 1577
S. 0. 1922 2861
S. E. 1922 1598
S. 0. 1923 2582
S. E. 1923 1217
S. 0. 1924___________ 1551
TOTAL 21,510
14.
GRAND TOTAL (1909 to 1933) 96,646
M'he information for this tablé was obtained from Tables des matières, 
1924-28. Annales, Chambre des Deputy's, and from the Journal officiel. Débats, 
Chambre des Députés. The letters S. 0. stand for session ordinaire,, and 
the letters 3. E. for session extraordinaire.
iH^The questions for the session extraordinaire of 1933 are to 












Republican:and French Socialists 13 52
Radie al-S oc ialist 125 252
Republican Socialists 18 25
Left Radical 53 109
Independents of the Left 14 31
Republicans of the Left 64 140
Unionist and Social Left 18 31
Popular Democrats 19 55
Republican Democratic Union 102 189
Democratic and Social Action 29 74
No oartv (non-inscrits) 38 96
TOTAL 606 1423
f'The questions are those for the session extraordinaire of 1928. 
The tabulation is by Norman Currin, who made the analysis while a 
graduate student at the University of Michigan for Professor J. R. 
Hayden*






Number Percent Number Percent




Public Instruction 23 4.4 130 9.1
Interior 20 3.9 54 3.8


















Pensions 30 5.8 72
Labor and Health 12 2.3 88




Put to Premier .1
TOTAL 518 1423
-:ŝThe data for 1928 are ta'cen froT a report prep.u.rs 1 for Professor 
J . R. Hayden by Norman Currin while a graduate student at the University 
of Michigan in 1932. Those for 1926 are from a similar report by Dv/ight 
C. Long, in 1928.
All of the questions for the session extraordinaire of 1928 were 
tabulated by Mr. Currin. The 142 3 questions were asked by 379 deputies.
The questions for 1926 are for ten days selected at random.
Analyzin:; the subject matter by larger subject groupings, Mr. Currin 
found 579 questions (41.9 per cent) concerned ivith the civil service,











































































































T o ta l 520 48 568














Foreign Affairs (non-Russian) 9 644 709 1362 6.6
Russian Affairs 3 543__ 889 1435 _ 7.4 ... -
Labor (hours, wages, etc.) 4 227 254 485 2.65
Unemployment (insurance, etc.) 1 856 921 1778 8.6
Poor relief 119 131 250 1.2
Colonies 11 460 496 967 4.7
India and Indian Affairs 10 483 434 927 4.5
Dmninion Affairs 5 210 247 462 2.2
Empire Marketing Board 54 87 , ViK____ .7
Army 189 244 433 2.1
Navy 6 402 458 866 4.2
Air (military & commercial) 4 149 171 324 1.6
Trade and commerce 2 380 450 832 4.0
Tariffs (dumping, etc.) 214 374 588 2.8
Agriculture 3 393 503 899 4.3
Fishing 90 152 242 1.2
Education 418 409 827 4.0
Scotland^ miscellaneous 3 334 _ 478 815 3.9
Business of the House 8 279 494 . 781 3.8
Industry (economic problems, 
corporations, etc.) 6 333 . _ 445 784 3.6
Home affairs (prisons, courts, 
immigration, etc.) 3 338 _ 397 738 ;3.6 ...
Transport (railways & roads) 1 317 ____ 671 3.25
Public Works (parks, monuments, 
buildings) 2 305 346 . 653 3.2
Pensions, health insurance, 
old age insurance 281 301 .. 582 2.8
Health and sanitation 290 251 .. 541 2.6
Civil Service 246 270 516 2« 5
Housing, (slum clearance, etc.) 1 160 191 352 1.7
Taxation, national 134 123 257 1.25
Local rates 1 41 36 78 .4 ...
Post Office (telephone, tele­
graph, radio) 112 147 259 1.25
Debt (internal, external, and 
reparations )__________ 2 93_ 106 203 1.0
Dabinet and ministry 64 94 158 •8
Metropolitan Police 1 46 56 103 .5
Electricity Supply 44 3.1_, 79 .4
Miscellaneous (local gov’t., 
electoral reform, etc.) 2 116 132 250 1.2
TOTAL 88 9366 L1184 20638
*This information was taken from the Parliamentary Debates.,  ̂Vols. 229—243, 
June 25, 1929 to August 1, 1930. This chart is printed in the Americ^ Political 
Science Review. Vol. 27, p. 973, December, 1933, in W  article "Question Time in 
the British House of Commons."
TABLE 15
ANSWERS TO ORAL QUESTIONS* 
Including supplementary questions
Foreign Affairs, Sec, of State 

















































Overseas Trade. Sec, to I L 68 12L 238
Home Affairs, Sec. of State 








India. Under Sec, of State _2Z1 i2L 288 364











Dominions & Colonies, Sec. of St, 









H TAgriculture. Minister 339 J é L 462









41Transport, Minister Pari. Sec;.
360 418 596 510












Scotland, Sec. of State 


















































59Att orney-Gene ral 20 24
Lord Advocate 28 1 1 25




Lords of the Household 81 T Ô T 110
TOTAL 7,892 9,080 11,633 11,095 12,367
fTablfea Nos. 15 and 16 are based on data published by James Howarth in his Parliament^ 
Gazette, January, 1926, p. 161; February, 1927, p. 106; February, 1928, p. Il6; October, 1928, 
n 115; May, 1929, p. 109; September, 1930, p* 128; September, 1931 (does not include questions 
asked after the fall of the Labour Government in August); December, 1932, p. 93; February,
1934, p. 120.
TABLE 16
ANSWERS TO ORAL QUESTIONS* 
Including supplementary questions
1929-30 1930-31 1 9 3 1 -3 2 19 3 2 -3 3
Foreign Affairs, Sec. of State, 1482 835 464 395Under Sec. of State 177 423 523 313labour, lÆLnister 1064 1050 720 569Pari. Sec. 130 202 279 271Health, Minister 1036 838 475 498Pari. Sec. 113 225 33 208Prime Minister 1018 626 397 349Board of Trade, Pres. 988 1190 611 502Pari. Sec, 166 271 46 339Overseas Trade, Sec. to 479 500 455 331
1 Home Affairs, Sec. of State 891 607 1130 523Under Sec. of State 146 214 81 107* India, Sec. of State 717 979 595 411Under Sec. of State 10 157
Treasury, Chancellor of Excheq. 715 534 473 282Financial Sec. 359 612 556Dominions, Sec. of Stated* 675 294 338Under Sec. of State 399 78 24 42Colonies, Sec. of State 289 403
Under. Sec. of State 524 454Agriculture, Minister 601 649 770 491
Pari. Sec. 262
Board of Education, Pres 599
Pari. Sec. 37 64 88 109
• Transport, Minister 576 622 509 295
Pari. Sec. 42 123
Admiralty, First Lord 552 360 120 96
Pari. Sec. 151 206 178 32
Civil Lord 95 29 25 23
Works. First Commissioner 347 271 134 n o
Scotland, Sec. of State 327 178 25 204
Under Sec. of State 300 150 . 145 191
War, Sec. of State 317 285
1 Financial Sec, 27 246 170
Air. U. Sec. of State 270 282 176 135
Postmaster-General 207 289 263 158
Ass't, Postmaster-Gen. 26 104 84 45
Pensions, Minister 166 71 47 69
Mines, Sec. for 97 497 301 371
Pari. Sec. - - 87.... 1
Solicitor-General 41 12 20 17
for Scotland 3
Attorney-General 20 29 45 15
Lord Advocate 34 3 16
Pari. Sec. to the Treasury 9 20 16 30
Lords of the Treasury (Whiosj 77 215 89 97
Charity Commissioner 30 22
Chancellor, Duchy of Lancaster 14 150
Forestry Commissioner 19
Lords of the Household 37 37
Church Estates 'Commissioners 38 26
t Lord President of the Council 261 ̂ ;_____ _..............:. : '. —Kitchen Committee 5
Dr. Morris-Jones____________________  . 45
TOTAL 16,287 14,499 1 0 ,0 5 4 9,539
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TABLE 17







Home Affairs, Sec. of State
Under






Overseas Trade. Secretary to
of StateScotland




Foreign Affairs, Sec. of State 
Sec. of StateUnder
Hoard of Education. President
of State
Under Sec, of State
Mines. Secretary for_________
Dominions & Col., Sec. of State 










Starred questions ans, in %rit 
#Tàblès Nos, 1'/ and are based on data publisled by James Howarth in his
(does not include , ---
December, 1932, p. 96; February^ 1934, p. 123. 
**See ThbM No. 3 .
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T ABLE. 18








Horae Affairs, Sec. of State 
Under Sec. of State





Board of Trade, President 
Pari. Sec.
Overseas Trade
Scotland, Sea. of State 
Under Sec. of State
Admiralty,  ̂irst Lord 
Pari. Sec.
Civil Lord
War, Sec. of State 
Financial
Foreign Affairs,, Sec. of State 
Under Sec. of State
Board of Education, President 
Pari. Sec.
Air, Under Sec, of State
India, Sec. of State
Under Sec. of State
Mines, Secretary for 
Pari. Sec
Dominions, Sec. of Stated 
Under Sec. of State
Colonies, Sec. of State 









President of the CouncilLord
Dr. Mo ms-Jones
TCTAL
Unstarred questions***_________— — — -----  .
Starred questions ans, in writingl 3619 ___ 1?8%^-■ '-ÿ-
too low* r^uestions put to him during the Session,
Seoret.ry only after June. 1950, this includes til/
TABLE 19
QUESTIONS FOR ORAL ANSYER* 
Including supplementary questions
1929-30 1928-29 1928 1927 1926 1924-25
Mr. Harry Day. Lab J à L 483 111 611 493
Sir Kingsley "'ood. C Blài£L Parliamentary Secretary to Lî^istry of Health
Lieut. Com. Kenworthv. Lab









Col. Howard-Bury. C 416 T Î T 156 mem
Mr. A. M. Samuel. C 400 Financial Secretary to the Treasury
Mr. Hore-Belisha. Lib











Mr. Charles Williams. C
Mr. Waldron Smithers. C 
Sir Frederick Hall. C
Cap. Peter MacDonald. C
276 mem. mem.*̂ f mem,** mem.***’
269 mem.*̂ *̂ mem .-Mi- mem.**!' 21
266 51 171 178 248





Mr. Douglas Hacking, C 
Cap. Henry Crookshank, C
257
"256
Secretary for Overseas Trade
44 66 42 70 mem,A*
Mr. James Albery, C 237 mem,A * 24 28 31 mem.**
Mr. Ernest Thurtle. Lab








Mr. Percy Harris, Lib
Commander G. W. Bellairs, C
204
178








Dr. Vernon Davies, C m I L 42 67 mem .** mem,
Col. J. C. Wedgvjood, Lab







Sir Austen Chamberlain, C 111 Secretary of State for Foreiai Affairs
Mr. George Buchanan. Ind lab 152 148 224 178 109 133
Mr. William T. Kelly, Lab 150 377 189 98 mem.'**
Gap. Anthony Eden, C 148 mem.iHi- mem. mem. mem. mem
Mr. Neil Maclean. Lab 138 M l 211 1 1 270 271
Sir Archibald '̂ înclair Lib
Mr. Percy A. Hurd, C
M L IL mem. 87130 62 107 97 109
53
124
Mr. Stanley Baldwin. G
Viscountess Astor, C
129 Prime Minister
128 54 77 81 55 91
Rev. Campbell Stephen. Lab 123 Æ 117 144 50 169
Mr. John Beckett. Lab 120 11 2 1 140 81 189
Mr. Winston Churchill, C Jàl Chancellor of the Exchequer
Mr. W. G. A. Ormsby-Gore, C m First Commissioner of Works
Sir Robert Thomas, Lib Ik. 321 124 mem, mem.’-'*’
Mr. Shinwell, Lab (Sec. Mines) 209 139
Mr. Tom Williams. Lab
Mr. Lansbury, Lab
 [____50Comm. Works)
199 J O k 276121 153 192 217
173
289
Prime MinMr. R. MacDonald. Lab ____




Jk mem,A * 32
59
mem..'*!'*!’
Mr. Ponsonby, Lab 11 mem, 54 58
Mr. Lunn, Lab ~  (U. Sec. Doming
Cap. Wedgwood Bern (Sec. India)"***
_41
90 mem.’** 158 491
^ L ï S a p n %  wira^îibeLl in 1924-1926, but a member of the Labour Party after 1928. ^
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TABLE 20
QUESTIONS FOR ORAL ANSWER* 
Including supplementary questions
1929-30 1930-31 1931-32 1932-33
Mr. Harry Day, Lab 847 600 -- --
Sir Kingsley Wood, C SkU 775 Postmaster-General
Lieut, Coffl], Kenworthy, Lab, 642 631 — — ---
Sir N. Grattan-Doyle, C 421 364 84 70
Col. Howard-Bury. C 416 230 — —
Mr. Mander, Lib 413 380 332 347
Mr. A, M. Samuel, C 400 297 200 102
Mr. Hore-Belisha, Lib 382 208 Finan. Sec. to Treas.
Mr. Patrick J. Hannon, C 288 351 261 150
Mr. Charles Williams, C 276 414 42 84
Mr. Waldron Smithers, C 269 289 79 59 ... .
Sir Frederick Hall, C 266 306
Captain Peter MacDonald, C 259 359 307 213
Mr. Douglas Hacking, C 257 388 mem.** Under Sec.
Captain Henry Crookshank, C 256 119 46 35
Mr. James Albery, C 237 232 37 5
Mr. Tom Williams, Lab 50 25 607 573
Mr. David Kirkwood. Lab. 95 152 317 193
Mr. James Maxton, Ind Lab 24 27 310 246
Mr. Buchanan (George) Ind Lab 152 61 258 109
Mr. Rhys Davies, Lab mem.** mem.i* 253 192
Col. J. C. Wedgwood, Lab 165 ___ mem.** 252 198
Mr. George Lansbury, Lab Gorara. of Works 250 288
Sir William Daviscxi, C 214 272 241 180
Mr. David Grenfel,. Lab mem.** mem.** 188 288
Mr, Will Thorne, Lab 93 98 210 233
Mr. John J. Lawson. Lab Pari. Sec. 224 197 -. .
Sir Alfred Knox. G 93 124 207 126
Mr. Herbert Williams, G ——— 86 193
Mr. William Lunn* Lab U. Sec. Domin. 116 143
Mr. JohnlfanGovern, Ind Lab mem.** 49 _ _ 210 101
Sir J. S. Iferdlaw-Milne, G 227 72 127 77
Mr. Peter Freeman, Lab 214 344 — — '
Mr.Edward Marjoribanks, C 206 224 — —
Earl Winterton. G 204 155 mem.*'*’ mem.**
Sir Percy Harris. Lib 178 34 125 ... . 52
Commander C. W.Bellairs. C 175 194 —
Dr. Vernon; Davies, G 173 — -- --
Maior Graham Pole, Lab 162 86 -— --
Mr. Ernest Brown, Lib Nat 161 100 Sec. for Mines
Sir Austen Chamberlain, C 154 102 mem.’'** 1 17
Captain Anthony Eden, C 148 39 U. Sec. For. Affairs
Mr. Percy A. Hurd, C 130 62 53.. _J 46
Mr. Stanley Baldwin, G 129 119 Lord Pres. Council
Viscountess Astor, G 128 131 108__ ____
Mr. Winston Churchill, C 115 mem.** mem,** , 32
Mainr David Colville. C 115 114 See. Overseiis Trade
î.Cr. W. G. A.. Ormsby-Gore, G 113 .....To ma o TTmwa H 1
Commissioner Works 
n hi s Parliainentarv Gazette,
September, 1930, pp. 123-4; September, 1931 laoes not mciuae que&uiuiî  —
of the Labour Government in August); December, 1932, pp. 93-5; Ĵ ebruary, 1934, DP*







Stanley Baldwin, C., Leader of 
the Opposition
Sir Austen Chamberlain, C,, 
former Sec.of State for Foreign Aff,
Commander Bellairs, G., 
naval e3q>erience
Captain Henry Crookshank, C., 
army experience
Alexander Haycock, Lab,
Godfrey Locker—Lampson, C.,former 
Under Sec.of State for Foreign Aff.
SUBJECT 
of soecialiaation
Business of the House
Edward Marjoribanks, C.
Walter Guineas, G., former 
Minister of Agriculture
Viscount Wolmer, C,, former 
Ass't. Postmaster-General
James Blindell, L.
William B. Taylor, Lab.
Sir Arthur Steel—Maitland, C., 
former Minister of Labour
George Buchanan, Lab., Labor 
leader
Captain Sir George Bowyer, C., 
Conservative PJhip
Major Walter Elliot, C., former 
Under Sec. of State for Scotland
Adam S. McKinlay, Lab.
George Hardie, Lab.
Kajor Sir Archibald Sinclair, L.
Business of the House
Russia and Communism 
Foreign Affairs
Russia and Communism 
Foreign Affairs
Russia and Communism
Russia and Communism 
Foreign Affairs
























































George C. Train, C. Scotland 26 34
Major David Graham Pole, Lab., 
Sec.of Brit.Comm, on Indian Affairs 
London correqxrdeit for Indian Res s
India 136 173
Earl Winterton, C., former 
Sec. of State for India India 51 181
John 8. Wardlaw-Milne, C., manu­
facturer, once in Indian Gov't., 
lecturer in U.S.
India 62 226
Fenner Brockway, Lab. India A4 89
Major Sir Bertram G. Falie, C., 
army experience, also previously 
in the Colonial Service
Navy 70 106
Colonel Josiah C. Yfedgwood, Lab., 
naval architect, served in
Army and Navy
Colonial problems 80 161
Colonel Charles K. Howard-Bury, C Colonial problems 75 389
Dr. Vernon Davies, C. Education 69 129
Brig.-General Sir Henry P. Croft, 
C. Tariffs and dumping 
1932***-
36 88





Sir A. M. Samuel, C. Foreign Affairs 13 28
Brig.-General Clifton Brown, C. Foreign Affairs & Dominions 11 17
D. R. Grenfell, Lab., former 
Pari. Sec. to the Board of Ed.
Foreign Affairs 16 21
*Parl. Deb. 5s.. Commons. this compilation was made by the author from Vols. 229- 
243 covering the 1929-30 session (June 25, 1929 to August 1, 1930).
**"Oral-answer questions including both starred questions and supplementary questions.
*~**Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons, this compilation was made by William Carter Lucas covering 
the months of May and June, 1932. He was at the time a student of the late Prof. J. R. 
Hayden at the University of Michigan.
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t a b l e 22
HOUSE OF COMMONS 
MOTIONS FOR THE ADJOURNMH'jT OF THE HOUSE*
Under Standing Order No. 8-¥*.











1890-91 4 1 5
1892 5 5
1895-94 16 4 20
1894 4 1 5
1895 (Sees,l&2) 2 2
1896 2 4 6
1897 5 4 7




1902 5 10 1 14
1905 2 1 3
1904 1 6 7
1905 1 8 8
1906 5 5






1912-15 5 1 2 6
1915 3 1 4
Total 141882-1915 55 120 1 1
*Key:I Leave given without members rising in their places, II Leave 
given by more than 40 members rising in their places. III Leave given by 
a favorable division after support by less than 40 but more than 10 members, 
IV Leave refused by less than 40 members rising, V Leave refused by Speaker. 
See Parliamentary Papers; 1887, LEVI; 1890, LVII; 1890-91, LXII;
(No. 582); 1907, LZVI (No. 522); 1908, LXXXVII (No. 560); 1909 LXX (No. aOl), 
1910, LXXIII (No. 528); 1911 LXI (No. 550); 1912-15, LXVII (No. 502);
1915, LI (No. 264). ,  ̂  ̂  ̂ •**8tending Order No. 8 was originally No. 9 when it was adopted in 




œ U S E  OF COMMONS 
MOTIONS FOR THE ABJOURNMEIQT OF




III IV V TOTAL***
1914 5 5
1914-16 0
1916 8 5 11
1917-18 6 2 5 4 15
1918 2 2 1 5
1919 2 4 5 2 9
1920 5 8 6 19
1921(SesB.l&2] 5 5 2 4 8
1922(8688.1&2] 3 1 4 41925 1 1 2 2





1929-30 2 1 2 5
1950-51 1 4 1
1931-52 6 0
1932-55 7 0 '














1914-1946 36 5 21 . . .91
Total
1882-1946 145 1 - A ___ ... .5.5____ ___ 5D.6_.
*Key; I Leave given without members rising in their places, II Leave 
given by more than 40 members rising in their places. III Leave given by a 
favorable division after support by less than 40 but more than 10 members,
IV Leave refused by less than 40 members rising, V Motion refused by the 
Speaker as determined from Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 12-21 and 
Pari. Deb. 5s.. Commons, passim, for the years 1919 to 1959 only.
See parliamantary Papers; 1914, L a V  (No. 426); 1917-18, XXV (No. 181); 
1918, XIX (no. 153); 1919, XL (No. 235); 1920, XXXVIII (No. 251);
1921, XXVIII (No. 232); 1922, Session II, III (No. 14); 1925, XIX (No. 156); 
1924, XIII (No. 8); 1924-25, XXII (No. 202); 1928, XIX (No. 122); 1928-29,
XVI (No. 115); 1930-51, t H  (Nos. 4 & 157). The data for 1951-32 and 
1932-35 were furnished by W. J. Pusey; 1955-34 to. 1958-59 by the late J. W. C. 
1959-40 to 1945-46 by E. G. C. Weatherley.
TABLE 22 Continued
Additional notes to data on 8. 0. 8 1914 to 1946
■3K<-standing Order No. 8 was originally No. 9 when it was adopted
in 1882. In 1888 it became No. 17. In 1902 it became No. 10. In 1955
it assumed its present No., namely; No. 8.
iHHS-The total column to the right does not include the number in
Column "V", because these were not included in the official reports. 
These 60 cases of refusal of the Motion to Adjourn under Standing Order 
No. 8 were extracted as indicated in the note (*) above. The data 
under column "V" are for calendar years, in the case of hyphenated 
session years the data are for the latter of the t?fO years.
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table 23
BITERPELLATIONS, 1871 to 1936*






S. 0. 1876 8
S. E. 1876 3
S. 0. 1877 6
TOTAL 17
TOTAL 80
4, Legislature 5. Legislature
k S. S. 1885 7 3. E. 1889 3
s. 0. 1886 30 S. 0. 1890 48
s. E. 1886 3 S. E. 1890 8s. 0. 1887 8 S. 0. 1891 32
s. E. 1887 9 s. E. 1891 17s. 0. 1888 17 s. 0. 1892 35s. E. 1888 7 s. E. 1892 19s. 0_ 1889 34 s. 0. 1893 39rOTAL 115 TOTAL 201
8. Legislature 
S. 0. 1902 26
S. E. 1902 49
S. 0. 1903 75
S. E. 1903 58
S. 0. 1904 72
S. E. 1904 84
S. 0. 1905 65
S. E. 1905 43
S. 0. 1906 30
9, Legislature 
S. 0. 1906 24
S. E. 1906 51
S. 0. 1907 86
S. E. 1907 38
S. 0. 1908 39
S. E. 1908 51
S. 0. 1909 51
S. E. 1909 59
5. 0. 1910 32
TOTAL 502 TOTAL 431
12. Legislature 
S. E. 1919 17
S. 0. 1920 117
S. E. 1920 68
S. 0. 1921 146
S. E. 1921 94
S. 0. 1922 115
S. E. 1922 32
S. 0. 1923 103
S. E. 1923 72
S. 0. 1924 75
13, Legislature 
S. 0, 1924 62
S. E, 1924 70
S, 0. 1925 98
S. E. 1925 114
S. 0. 1926 186
S. E. 1926 93
S. 0. 1927 115
S. E. 1927 69
S. 0. 1928 32
TOTAL 844
TOTAL 889
2. Legislature 2* Legislature
1877 1 S. E. 1881 1
1378 7 S. 0. 1882 17
S. 0. 1879 9 S. E. 1882 4
S. E. 1879 8 S. 0. 1883 20
S. 0. 1880 22 S. E. 1883 5
S. E. 1380 4 S. 0. 1884 19
S. 0. 1881 19 S. E. 1884 12
TOTAL 70 S. 0. 1885 li
TOTAL 93
6. Legislature 7. Legislature
S. E. 1893 6 S. 0. 1898 5
S. 0. 1394 29 S. E. 1898 37
S. E. 1894 26 S. 0. 1899 70
S. 0. 1895 51 S. E. 1899 39
S. E. 1895 31 S. 0. 1900 62
S. 0. 1896 34 S. E. 1900 32
S. E. 1896 25 S. 0. 1901 50
S. 0. 1897 47 S. E. 1901 36
S. E. 1897 13 S. 0. 1902 19
S. 0. 1898 38 TOTAL 350
TOTAL 300
10. Legislature 11, Legislature
S. 0. 1910 45 1914 30
S. E. 1910 69 1915 21
S. 0. 1911 121 1916 149
S. E, 1911 99 1917 278
S. 0. 1912 59 1918 140




14. Legislature 15. Legislature
1928 56 S. 0. 1932 56
1929 134 S. E, 1932 129
1930 174 1933 255
1931 187 1934 249
1932 66 1935 269
TOTAL 617 1936 220**TOTAL 1178
GRAND TOTAL, 1871-1936 6,419
means session extraordinaire.
«Interpellation No. 1 in 1936 included 39 interpellations «hose discussion had
been joined.
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t a b l e 24
DISPOSITION OF INTERPELLATIONS 1924-28*
1924 .4 25 23 26 26 27 27 28 TOTAL
SO SE SO SE SO SE 30 SE SO**
No action 23 37 19 77 109 7 39 36 10 357
Withdrawn 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 6
Adjourned 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 4
Discussion of date 15 9 26 7 15 11 7 4 4 98
Discussion of date and 
indefinite adjournment 2 9 19 2 16 9 34 6 8 105
Discussion of date and 
withdrawal 0 6 2 2
S 2 4 1 3 28
Junction with loi 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Debate without 
closing resolution 0 0 1 0 n 0 1 7
0 20
Debate closed by
Ordre du jour pur et simple 0 0 1 0 2 0 6 0 2 11
Debate closed by 
Ordre du jour motive 21 7 23 13 8 2 13
8 8 103
Discussion of date followed 
bv ordre pur et simple 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 4
Discussion of date followed 
bv ordre du jour motivé 0 0 6 12 15 62 8 4
0 107













*-*S0 indicates session ordinaire ; SE, session extraordinaire «
TABLE 25
DISPOSITION OF INTERPELLATIONS 1924-28*
B D E H TOTAL
No action
Withdrawn
65 46 50 40 26 113
0 0
357
Adjourned 0 0 0 0 0
Discussion of date
Discussion of date and 
indefinite adjournment
0 31 19 13 26
23 13 0 0 59
98
105
Discussion of date and 
withdrawal 0 10 28
Junction with loi 0 0 0 0
Debate without 
closing resolution 0 0 0 8 20
Debate closed by
ordre du jour pur et simple
Debate closed by 
ordre du jour motive
0 0 0 8
40 11 0 19 31
11
103
Discussion of date foUowed 
by ordre pur et simple
Discussion of date followed 
by ordre du jour motive
TOTAL
0 0 0
0 0 10 74
174 50 63 93 68 45 8 337
107
844
*The data for this table ,.ere taken from Table des matières, 1924-28, Annales. 
Chambre des Députés.
**Key— Cabinets of—
A François-Marsal, June 9-14  ̂ 1924.
B 1st Herriot, June 14, 1924 to April 17, 1925.
C 2nd Painlevé, April 17 to October 29, 1925.
D 3rd Painlevé, October 29 to November 28, 1925.
E 8th Briand, November 28, 1925 to March 9j 1926.
F 9th Briand, March 9 to June 23, 1926.
G 10th Briand, June 23 to July 19, 1926.
H 2nd Herriot, July 19-23, 1926.
I 4th Poincaré, July 23, 1926 to November 11, 1928.
—
TABLE 26
lÆMmBS PUTTING INTERPELLATIONS 1924-285!-
Ai* E C D E F G H I TOTAL
Auffray, com. 4 1 5Auriol, soc. 1 2 5-Baratonj com. 1 1 2 2 6
Baroux, com. 1 1 2 3 1 10Barthe, soc. 2 1 1 3 7Bedouce. soc. 3 2 5André Berthon, com. 2 2 1 4 9 18Léon Blum, soc. 1 1 1 7 10Marcel Cachin. com. 1 12 1 2 2 2 1 1 14 " ...i rCharles Reibel, g. rep, dem. 1 1 1 1 2 1 7Chaatanet. soc. 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 10
Chaussy, soc. 2 1 2 2 7Clamamus, com. 2 1 1 1 5 10Cornavin, com. 1 1 1 3 1 9 16Dalimier, rad-soc. 2 2 2 . .. "5"
Doriot, com. 1 4 1 2 2 5 15DueId s , com. 1 1 3 5Duval, union rep, dem. 1 1 1 2 5Emile Borel, rad-soc. 1 1 1 1 1 5Ernest Outrey, g, rep, dem. 2 1 1 1 5
Jean Félix, soc. 2 1 1 1 5Ferdinand Faure, ind. 6 2 3 7 2 6 26Henry Fontanier, soc. 4 1 6 11
Albert Fournier, com. 9 9
Frédéric Brunet, rep. soc. 2 3 5
Garchery, com. 2 1 9 12Gautier, com. 3 1 1 7 12Girod, rad-soc. 3 2 2 2 4 4 19Guerin, u. rep. dem. 2 1 1 1 5
Jean Jade, dem. 1 1 3 5Renaud Jean, com. 2 1 1 1 7 12
Ernest Lafont, ind. 8 1 3 3 2 2 i6 35Laporte, com. 1 1 1 2 5
Lebas, soc. 1 1 4 6
Victor Lesache 1 1 3 .....5Lobet, soc, 1 4 5Margaine, rad-soc. 1 1 1 3 6André Marty, com,. 1 2 1 3 u 18Guy de Mont.iou, u, rep, dem. 4 1 1 1 7Paul Laffont, rad-soc. 1 4 5Piouemal, com. 2 2 1 1 3 9Rognon, soc. 1 1 3 1 6Rollin, rep. gauche 4 1 5Taittinger, u. rep, dem. 2 2 1 1 6
Jules Uhry, soc. 1 3 1 3 8Vaillant-Couturier, com. 1 2 2 2 1 3 11
Victor, rad-soc. 2 1 3 1 7
Lucien Voilin, soc. 1 2 2 1 6
Ybarnégaray, u. rep. dem. 3 1 1 5
TOTAL 5 97 32 34 52 37 28 5 179 469
Total of all interpellations 6 174 30 63 93 68 43 8 337 844
Mi the key on p. 251 to tàblé. No. 25
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TABLS 27




















Auffray, corn. 1 1 2 1 5
Auriol, soc. 3 1 1 5Baraton, corn. 1 1 4 6
Baroux, corn. 2 6 1 1 10
Barthe, soc. 1 2 1 2 1 7
Bedouce, soc. 3 2 5
André Berthon, com. 1 3 1 3 6 2 18
Léon Blum, soc. 2 1 1 3 3 10
Marcel Cachin, corn. 6 3 3 4 5 4 6 3 36Charles Reibel. g, rep, dem. 2 1 3 1 7 ...
Chastanet. soc. 1 1 3 3 1 1 10
Chaussy, soc. 1 6 7
Clamamus, corn. 2 1 2 3 2 10
Cornavin. com,. 2 1 5 2 3 2 1 16
Dalimier, rad-soc. 4 1 1 6
Doriot, corn. 3 3 4 1 1 1 15Duclos, com. 2 1 2 5
Duval, union rep. dem. 1 1 1 1 1 5
Fimile Borel, rad-soc. 1 3 1 5
Ernest Outrey, g. rep, dem. 2 1 1 1 5
Jean Félix, soc. 1 1 1 1 1 5
Ferdinand Faure, ind. 3 2 3 8 3 1 2 2 26
Fontanier, soc. 1 4 3 2 1 11Albert'Fournier, com. 3 4 1 1 9
Frédéric Brunet, rep, soc. 1 1 1 1 1 5
Garchery. corn. 2 1 3 2 1 3 12
Gautier, corn. i 2 6 1 2 12
Girod, rad-soc.. 2 2 1 3 7 2 2 19 . _Guérin, u, rep, dem. 1 1 1 1 1 5
Jean Jadé. dem. 1 1 2 1 5
Renaud Jean, com. 2 1 3 4 2 12
Ernest Lafont, ind. 2 4 3 6 5 4 6 4 1 35
Laporte, com. 1 2 1 1 _
Lebas, soc. 1 2 1 1 1 6
Victor Lesache, g. rep. dem. 1 1 2 1 5
Lobet, soc. 3 2 5 ..... -Margaihe, rad-soc. 1 2 1 1 1 6
André Marty, corn. 1 2 4 1 4 3 1 18
Guy de Mont .i ou, u. rep, dem. 1 1 2 2 1 7
Paul Laffont. rad-soc. 1 2 2 5
Piouemal, com. 1 3 2 2 1 9
Rognon, soc. 1 3 2 6
Rollin. rep, g. 1 2 1 1 5
Taittinger, u. rep. dem. 1 1 2 1 1 6
Jules Uhry, soc. 3 3 1 1 8
Vaillant-Couturier, corn. 1 2 3 2 1 1 1 11
Victor Jean, rad-soc. 2 1 4 ----- 7-------
Lucien Voilin. soc. 1 4 1 o
Ybarnégaray. u. rep. dem. 1 3 1 5
TOTAL 40 34 60 67 105 34 71 37. 21 469
Tntal of ail interpellations 62 70 98 114 186 93 113 69 37 -.- 844 ... .
:26k»
TABLE 28 
Ca\MBER OF DEPUTIES 
Voting Strength of Party Groups*
1924 1926 1927
Corwrninist 26 26 28
Socialist 104 98 95
Republican and French Socialists 43 41 40
Radical-Socialist 139 136 136
Left Radical 40 40 39
Republicans of the Left 38 32 34
Democrats 14 14 13
Republican Democratic Left 43 35 34
Republican Democratic Union 104 104 100
Independent Left 13 14
Unattached (non-inscrit) 104 98 95
Affiliation unknown 1
TOTAL 655 637 629
* The information for this tàbl’è was obtained from the names of 
members of groups published for each of the years given in the Journal 
officiel.
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TABLE 29
PARTY AFFILIATION OF DEPUTIES PUTTmO INTERPELLATIONS^^-
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Communist 1 37 19 13 19 21 9 2 110 231
Socialist 1 26 10 8 25 15 10 3 72 170
Republican and Fr.. Socialists 1 8 1 1 2 k 0 1 21 39
Radical-Socialist 0 22 2 12 12 là 1 22 133
Left Radical 0 6 0 2 2 0 1 0 2 20
Republicans of the Left 0 6 0 1 2 0 2 0 6 17
Democrats 0 6 0 6 5 1 0 0 7 25
Republican Democratic Left 1 13 2 5 3 0 2 1 12 41
Republican Democratic Union 0 31 8 8 10 10 2 0 22 91
Unattached (non-inscrit) 0 17 1 6 10 2 1 0 30 76
Affiliation unknown 1 1
TOTAL 6 174 50 63 93 68 45 8 337 844
Put by parties in cabinet i 22 n 16 21 21 2à 2 118 263
■"■The figures in italics indicate that the interpellations were put by party groups 
represented in the eabi’nét. The information for the chart was obtained from tte Journal 




LUNIOTFRlAl, CRISZd FRÛI.' 1 3 7 1  t o  1?1|.0-::- 
N0N-F01ITIÜJ.1
î'ÎG'ïT Frssi ient of xÀis RepuoliCj .ccxtapI chao.-G only o
111 health of an important Minister h
Voluntary action of the Innistip,̂  3
TOT-lL rülITICal, ..ITHüUT ACTIOM lY r.ihll Y'ni T 
Political action of the rresilent of the Reonblic 3
Ghan-es resulting from elections , 6
Disagreements tvithin the Ministry °
..-ar-Time chances
Chan re durinr; legislative recess 1
Premier elected President of the Republic 2
Minnr changes involving' onlv one Minister 2
Stavislr/ affair and Paris riots, 193à 2
TOT^il POLITIfnL, aCTl'if BY PnRnl
Interpellation
Law, resolrti"", or amendment 12
.•'.onro'oriation or finance---;:- 3.7
Committee of inves '.-i ation
"Vnistcrial declare ' ion  ̂ 1







TOTtl CRI315, 1371 TO 19hO 106
INT-:a:'lLlnTaO:::, . t .  ; l7v if7 Iv  f
Ordre du .1 our motiv^^
Ordre dû jour pur et simple 
Ordre du jour m o t i ^  on iisc: ssion of late 
jldjournment of interpellation bp resolution 
Rehisa]. of af journment of interpellation 
Ordre du jour pur et simple, questions trans­
formed into intçrpellction 
Ma jority on ordre du. jour tco cm.mil 
Unsatisfactory natur - ma.jo ûty-"--:- 
tith''r9:Tal cf 5ocinli='.t -:'-o;'ort from l'inistr- 













phased on Les MinistA-es de la .’rance (l'"'71-lb3'') 0 9 3  )■ durp havsud,' 5cl_i-.-r - io’-iFTinisterielles e" les .r.ris'TF̂ 'es__u'"b .3 cet entre 1370 autes -.eoj.a .'c'. it- 1.  ̂ - ' - - ___s , a. • ~ —  - . - =____ _
ï'êF fanvier IpTT Tipif); Journal officiel, Cbamb,re débats; Aumiste foulier,
L̂  insta’oiliti'' Ministérielle (1939) .
This 'b."i;ue indu les "î -̂  crise-" provoie l oy t;;e re aepal o’" eecree 
nener over finance (de nleins mouvoir s financiers), namel.-n Br land, Jul"̂
17. 1 0 2 6; Flanfi-, Ma'̂  30, 1933; Rouisso;.:, Jûno a,' 193"; P3_r n J c 21,
1P27 = toril 3, 1933 ( àen-ite). dee Boulier, pn. cit.. pn. Ihl-lcf.
One of these -"as resi.-nation o7 Baladier on Ma-cb 20, 19hO after 
a p-c%:t debate on -a- o.nd .'au aims. He -cesi re: hoca-ss 30'-' ’ms-."c recorded 
.n.- not votin-'. Tl'e 309 or at least pert of the.n -mere misolaced by accident.





I II III IV V VI VII VIII TOTAL
Answered and 
discussed 66 8 100 20 0 0 0 0 194
No answer but 
discussed 0 1 28 0 0 0 0 0 29
Joined to the 
budget discussion 0 0 46 102 32 0 0 0 180
Without action 
(Unerlediet) 58 51 32 22 48 3 9 0 223
Written answer 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
With motion. 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Removed from 
Tagesordnung 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Returned 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Withdrawn 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
Referred to 
Committee
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Answer
refused 0 0 18 0 0 0 0
0 IS
Joined to 





0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 5
With réso­
lut ion 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Joined to 
debate 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 6
Answered not 
discussed 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1
TOTAL 127 62 231 151 91 3 9 0 674
VI, 1932; VII, 1932-33; VIII, 1933.
Marten op. cit. pp. 44-45, Verhandlungen ^  Reichstags, pass^. The data 





- I II III IV V VI VII v n i Total
Nationalsozialistische Deutsche
Arbeiterpartei (Nazis) 32 0 0 0 32
Nationalsozialistische
Freitspartei 12 1 13
Deutschnationale Volkspartei 
(Nationalist Party) 33 10 40 50 24 2 3 0 162
Deutsche Demokratische Parte!
36(Democrats) 11 1 21 3
Deutsche Volkspartei 
(peoples’ Party) 13 1 10 8 32
Zentrum (Catholic) 9 1 23 10 1 0 4 0 43
Zentrum and Bayrische 
Volkspartei 4 1 0 0 0 5
Bayrische Volkspartei 
(Bavarian Catholic) ]_ 1
Wirtsc haftliche Vereinigung 
(Economic Union) 2 8 10
Sozialdemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands (Socialist) 19 9 33 5 4 1 2 0 73
Unabhangige Sozialdemokraten 
(Independent Socialist) 24 24
Kommunisten (Communist) 1 27 39 45 22 0 0 0 184
Signed by the members of two 
or more parties 16 1 12 18 7 0 0 0 54
TOTAL 127 62 231 151 91 3 9 0 674
*For 1920-1928 see Marten, 0£. cit., pp. 47-43. For years since 1928, the 
Verhandlungen, passim.
Wahlper iodei I, 1920-24; II, 1924; III, 1924—28; IV, 1928-30; V, 1930—32; 
VI, 1932; VII, 1932-33; VIII, 1933.
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HOPPE, ERNST Ĝ l̂ THER, Kleine Anfrage im Deutsnhen Rgishgtage. Thesis.
ïÈtrhurg: G. L-dhmann, 1930*
ILBSRT, SIR COURTENAY, Parliament. New York: Henry Holt and Co. , 1911.
JENNINGS, WILLIAM IVOR, Parliament. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1940.
KATZ, LEONID, Dag. Parlamenta.rische I nt erpellati gng r.e.gM- Thesis. 
Boma-Leipzig: Robert Noske, 1913*
KIRCHER, RUDOLF, Yfie' s Die Sj^glAnder Machen. Frankfurt am Main;
SocietHts Druckerei, 1930*
IÇOSTER, HANS JOACHIM, Parlementarische Iptgrnellationsrecbt MS. lêiçM
und der Idnder. Thesis. Hamburg: University of Hamburg, 1929.
LASKI, HAROLD JOSEPH, Parliamentary Government in En^aM» Â Commenta,3% ,.
London; George Allen and Unwin, 1933.
 ibid. New York: Viicing Press, 1933.
-272-
LAVAUD, GUY, Les Declarations Mimsterielles et les Ministères ^  U
septembre 1870 àü 1»? janvier 1914. Paris: Documents Parlementaires,
1914.
LEACOCK, STEPHEN, ^  Discovery of England. New York: Dodd Mead and Co., 1922.
LOW, SIDNEY, The Governance of England. London: T , Fisher Unwin, 1906.
LOWELL, A. LAWRENCE, T ^  Government of England, 2 vol. New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1924.
LUCE, ROBERT, Legislative Problems. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1935.
LUCY, HENRY W., The Balfourian Parliament, 1900-1905. London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1906.
 A Diary of Two Parliaments, 2 vols. London: Cassel and Co., 1885*
 A Diaiy of the Salisbury Parliament, 1886-1892. London: Cassell and Co.,
1892.
 A Diaiy of the Unionist Parliament 1895-1900. London: .Simpkin,
Marshall, Hamilton, Kent Co., 1901.
— — Men and Manner in Parliament. New York: E. P. Dutton and Co,, 1921*
 Later Peeps at Parliament. London: George Newnes, 1905.
 Peeps at Parliament. London: George Newnes, 1903.
 A Pop"iaT. handbook of Parliamentary Procedure. London: Chatto and
Windus, 1880•
 ibid, London: George Routledge and Sons, 1886,
-273-
Iviac3X5îïAG3î, MICHAEL, Sneaker fif th£ Hq us s. London: Methuen and Co., 1914.
—— The Pageant of Parliament. 2 vol. New Yoifc: E, P. Dutton and oo. , 1921.
MAETEN, PAUL, M e  Interpellation im Reichstag. Thesis. Berlin-Charlotten- 
harg: Gebrttder Hoffmann, 1932.
MAY, SIR THOMAS ERSKINE, Law. Privileges. Proceedings and U?a^. 3Ê.
Parliament. Ninth edition. London: Batterworth, 18S3.
— '— "ibid. Thirteenth edition edited ty SIR T. LONSDALE WEBSTER. London: 
Butterworth and Co., 1924.
M^CT, ERNEST, L'évolution du régime parlementaire. Paris: R. Pichon and 
R. Durand—Auzias, 193^*
MIDDLETON, W. L. , T ^  French Political âssAsS* Yoik: E. P. Dutton
and Go., 1933*
MILLAUD, RENf, la Chambre des Députés. Guide prat.igu£ Séançeg.
Paris: Etienne Chiron, 1933*
MILLS, J. E., From the Ba.clc Benches. London: Labour Publishing Co.,/1924/
MORRISON, HEIEY and ABBOTT, WILFRID S. , Parliament. \%mt it Is anâ Lqw it WQAkA- 
London: Sir Isaac Pitman and Sons, 1935*
iîüIR, RAMSAY, How Brit ian is Governed. New York: Richard R. Smith, 1930.
AQG, FREDERIC AUSTIN, English Government aaâ Pbliti&&. Secona edition.
New Yoik; The Macmillan Co., 193^*
ONIMUS, JAMES, Questions et Interpellations. Thesis. Paris: Aurthur 
Rosseau, I90Ô.
- 274-
PAIG-SAVE, REGINALD F. , House of Gommons. Revised edition. London:
The Macmillan Go., 1878.
PICKLES, DOROTHY M., Tte French
Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1933.
PIERRE, EUGENE, Traité d& droit 
Paris; Ramies, 1893»
Scene. London and New Yoik:
electoral et parlementaire.
-— ibid.. Supple-uient. Third édition. Paris: Réunies. 19l4.
POUDRA, JULES and PIERRE, EUChiE, Traitj pratique de drpit mrl®ment^ir&. 
Paris: Cerf and 8on, J. %udry, 1878.
Siippleaient and II. Bar is: A. %uantin and Co., 1879—30.
POHRITT, EDWARD, Thg Unreformed House fif Cpmmgng, 2 vol. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1909.
REDLIGH, JOSEF, The Procedure pf the House &f Cpmmgng, 5 ^ol. Translated
from the German by A. ERNEST STEINTHAL. Introductory and supplementary 
chapters by SIR COURTENAY ILBSRT. London: Archibald Constable and
Co., 1908.
ROSEGGER, HANS LUDWIG, Dgj. parlmmentarlgghm Interpellâtipngreffht. Staats- 
und vdlkerrechtliche Athandlungen, vol. VI, II. Leipzig:
Duncker and Hijmblot, 1907.
SAINT-MART, PIERRE Ae, ^tude historidue Sl
France. Thesis. Paris: Sirey, 1912.
sur les interpellations
- 271-
SEIGNOH33, CHaHLES, Histoire politique sLê  l*Zb.roue contemporaine.
Igl4-ini4. 2 vol. Seventh edition. Paris; Armand Colin, 1924.
 A Political H is tor/ of Europe since 1S14-. Translated by S. M.
IIAGVANS. New York; Henry Holt and Go., 1900.
SMITH, G. BAKNETT, History Ihe &glish Parliament. 2 vol.
London; Ward, Lock, Bowden and Co. , 1892.
SNELL, H#RY, Daily Life jn Parliament. London; George Houtledge, 1930.
SOULIER, AUGUSTE, L'instabilité ministérielle. Paris: Recueil Sirey, 1939.
TAYLOR, A. A., EGUSE CF COMMONS, Addresses af Condolence.. - .Memoranda:,
Orders of the Hbuge Respecting Allocation of Time: . • .and Stgtigti.çg. 
Relative to the Business and Sitting aX thg HQUS-e*. London; House 
of Commons Journal Office, Z19IÎI/•
TEMPLE, SIR RICHARD, Letters and Character Sketches XrPE thg Hgi&S of 
Commons. London: John Murray, 1912.
 Life in P*rl lament. London: John Murray, 1893*
— — The House of Commons. London; John Long, /.1S99/•
TODD, ALPHEÜS, On Parliamentary Government in England, Its ûnigin, 
development, and practical operation, 2 vol. London: Longnans 
Green, igGy^rGg.
 ibid. Revised edition by SIR SPENCER WALPOLE. London: Sampson
Low, Marston, 1892.
-276-
VANAULD, PAUL, ^  droit d» interpellation sous la Mona.renie de Juillet■ 
Thesis. Aix-en-Provence: P. Pour cel, 1909.
''WEDGWOOD, LOED, Teatament to Democracy. New York: Ad Press, 1543.
IfHITE, wILLlAivI, The Inner Life of the House fiX Commons. 2 vol.
London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1897.
YOUNG, ROLAND, This is Congress. New Yozk: Alfred A. Knof>f, 1943.
H277-
ENGLISH IJ0CUÎ.ÎSNT3 AND REPORTS
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